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Response to Comments 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Health Service Hospital, 

The Presidio of San Francisco, CA 

This document includes summaries of all substantive written and oral comments received following the release of 
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Public Health Service Hospital (PHSH), and 
responses lo the comments. This document, together with new analysis, infonnation, and changes made in response 
to comments as reflected in the accompanying revised Draft SEIS, will be filed as the Final SEIS. The Final SEIS is 
a supplement to and tiers from the 2002 Final EIS for the Presidio Trust Management Plan (PTMP), the Presidio 
Trust's (Trust) comprehensive land use plan and policy fi'amework for Ai'ea B of the Presidio. The PTMP evaluated 
in the 2002 Final EIS included planning guidelines for the PHSH district. 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT SEIS - 

A notice of the availability for the Draft SEIS was published in the Federal Register and the document was made 
available for public review and comment on August 27, 2004. The Federal Register announced a 45-day public 
commenf period endmg October 12, 2004, but this was extended to November 12, 2004 to ensure adequate review 
time. The public was invited to provide oral coirmient on the Draft SEIS at a Trust Board of Directors meeting on 
November 4, 2004, at which 125 individuals attended and 38 spoke. By the close of the public comment period, the 
Trust had received written and oral comments from 2 public agencies, 3 elected officials, 1 1 organizations, and 1 34 
individuals, including two fonn letters that were submitted electronically by 30 and 27 individuals, respectively. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT SEIS 

The Taist has responded to all substantive public comments according to the requirements of 40 CFR 1503. 
Responses provide explanations and clarifications related to the content of the Draft SEIS. Where changes to the 
document have been made in response to comments, these are identified. Where questions are posed by the 
commenters, these are answered or acknowledged as outstanding issues. References to the SEIS, technical analyses, 
and other source materials are included as appropriate. 

REVIEW PERIOD AND PUBLIC MEETING 

The Trust will circulate this Final SEIS for at least 30 days before making a decision on the proposed action. The 
Trust Board of Directors will hold a public mieeting on June 15, 2006 beginning at 6:30 PM at the Golden 
Gate Club, 135 Fisher Loop in the Presidio, to introduce the proposed action. Although there is no requirement 
for the Trust to respond lo comments received on the Final SEIS, the Trust will consider all comments received 
during the 30Kiay time period before making a decision on the proposed action in a Record of Decision (ROD). 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 

Contact .lohn Pelka, Compliance Manager, Presidio Trust, 34 Graham Street, P.O. Box 29052, San Francisco, CA 

94129-0052. Phone: 415/561-5300. Email: phsh@presidiotrust.gov. 
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Introduction 

This document includes siuiunaries of all substantive written and oral comments received following the 
release of the Draft Supplemental Envii-onmental Impact Statement (SETS) for the Pubhc Health Service 
Hospital (PHSH) in August 2004, and responses to the comments. This document, together with new 
analysis, information, and changes made in response to comments as reflected in the accompanying 
revised Draft SEIS, will be filed as the final SEIS. The Pinal SEIS is a supplement to and tiers ' from the 
2002 final EIS for the Presidio Trust Management Plan (PTMP), the Presidio Trust's comprehensive land 
use plan and pohcy framework for Area B of the Presidio. The PTMP evaluated in the 2002 final EIS 
included planning guidelines for the PHSH district. 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT SEIS 

The TiTist released the Draft SEIS for public review and comment on August 17, 2004. Notice of the 
availability of the Draft SEIS was provided by the U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) on 
August 27, 2004. On that date, the Tn;st widely circulated a summary of the Draft SEIS in a project 
update. The project update described the PHSH environmental review process, identified the alternatives 
analyzed in the Draft SEIS, presented its key fmdings, and announced where and how the Draft SEIS 
could be reviewed and the date and location of public hearings to comment on the document. An 
announcement was also provided in the September/October 2004 Presidio Post and on the Tiiist's website 
(www.presidio.gov), 

The EPA's notice of availability showed the public comment period on the Draft SEIS ending on October 
1 2, 2004. In response to several requests from commenting organizations and other parties, the Trust 
elected to extend this period by 30 days to November 12, 2004 (69 FR 60197). The Trust provided the 
longer review period to further enhance the opportunities for public and agency participation in the NEPA 
process. More than 150 Draft SEISs were distributed to interested agencies, organizations and 
individuals. The Draft SEIS was also made available for review at the Presidio Trust Library, at local 
libraries, and on the Presidio Ti-ust's website. 

The public was invited to provide oral comment on the Draft SEIS at a Trust Board of Directors meeting 
on November 4, 2004, at which 125 individuals attended and 38 spoke. By the close of the extended 
public comment period, the Trust had received written and oral comments from 2 public agencies, 2 
elected officials, 11 organizations, and 134 individuals, including two form letters that were submitted 
electronically by 30 and 27 individuals, respectively (see Table 1). In general, of the approximately 230 
comments received on the proposed project and Draft EIS, few expressed general support for the Taist's 



' "Tiering" refers to the coverage of general matters in broader ETSs, witli subsequent narrower tiered statements or 
environmental analyses, incoiporating, by reference, general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the 
statement subsequently prepared (40 CFR 150S.28). The CEQ NEPA Regulations enconrage the use of tiered documents to 
"eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues" (40 CFR 1502.20) and to "focus on the issues which are ripe for decision 
and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not yet ripe" (40 CFR 1508.28(b)). The PTMP Final EIS can be 
viewed at the Presidio Trust Library, 34 Graham Street, San Francisco, California or on the Trust's website at 
http;//www.presidio.gov/Trust/Docitments/EnvironmentalPlans/. 
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identified Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). The vast majority of comments explicitly favored a 
significantly smaller development alternative (Alternative 3) that would scale down the size of the 
existing hospital by removing the wings and include no more than 230 housing units limited to the lower 
plateau of the PHSH district. No comments supported building in areas on the upper plateau of the 
district, including Battery CauHleld. Many of the comments raised concerns about the potential traffic 
and safety hazards that would be caused by the development. 

Table 1 . List of Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the PHSH Draft SEIS 



Federal Agencies 



State Agencies 

Regional, County, and 
Municipal Agencies 

Elected Officials 



Neighborhood 
Organizations 



Natural Resource 
Conservation Organizations 

Civic Organizations 
Individuals 



United Stales Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Golden Gate 

National Recreation Area 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of 

Environmental Policy and Compliance" 

United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento 

Fish and Wildlife Office 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) 

Golden Gate Bridge Highway & Transportation District 

City and County of San Francisco 

Gavin Newsom, Mayor; Michela Alioto-Pier, Member, Board of Supervisors, 

District 2; and Jake McGoldrick, Member, Board of Supervisors District I, City and 

County of San Francisco 

Lake Street Residents Association 

Neighborhood Associations for Presidio Planning 

Pacific Heights Residents Association 

Planning Association for the Richmond 

Richmond Presidio Neighbors 

West Presidio Neighborhood Association 

Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Donald S. Green, on behalf of the Sierra Club, Presidio Committee 

San Francisco Bicycle Coahtion 

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association 



Ed Alazraqui 

Phyllis Ayer 

David Begler 

Kathleen Bole 

Rob Black, Legislative Aide to 

Michela Alioto-Pier 
Michael B Brown 
Kevin Castner 
Peter Chcmik 
Nicky Chiuchiarelli 
V. R. Cole 
Josiah Clark 
Karen Cleek 



Jean and Erich Davids (3) 
Leanna M. Dawydiak & Reno L. 

Rapagnani 
Raj & Helen Desai 
J. Doremland 
Stephen Dreyfuss 
Terry Fairman 
David Fleishman 
Rodney A. Fong 
Muriel T. French 
Joan Girardot 
Joanne Gomez 
Mary Gould 



Jon C. Gray 

M. Hami'ick 

Winchell T. Hayward 

John Helding, on behalf of Dune 

Ecological Restoration 

Team 
Diane Hennann 
Mark Higbie 

Ken High, Jr. & Gail High 
Bob House 
Kevin Howard 
Eloise Jonas 
JeffJudd^ 
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Sharon Kato 
Ansel D. Kinney 
Rich Koch 
Diane Lambert-Nash 

Craig Law 
Jill Lawrence 
Steve Ledoux 
Meagan Levitan 
Rommie Lucia 
Kim Maxwell 
Thomas V. Meyer 
Charles Minster 
Rudeen Monte 
Margaret Moore 
Richard Morales 



Mikiye Nakanishi 

Ward Naughlon 

William Newmeyer 

Margot Parke'^ 

Sue Peipher 

Sal Portaro 

Daniel Richman 

David Santamaria, Founder and 

Advisor of Urban Planners 

of America 
Woody Skal 
Dale Smith 
Mary Beth Starzel 
Laurie Steele 
Eric N. Swagel, MD 



Sharon Tsiu 
Suzanne Tucker (2) 
Mike Van Dyke 
Jedediah Wakefield 
Ann H. Weinstock 
Mark Weinstock 
Harold Weston 
Jay P. Williams & Holly C. 

Holter, M.D. 
Glenda Wong 
Edith Yamanoha 
Margaret Kettunen Zegart (3) 
August Zigone 



Form Letters Golden Gate Audubon Armchair Activist Letter of the Month - Presidio Public 

Health Service Hospital Redevelopment Tln-eatens Quail Restoration (Submitted by 
30 Individuals) 

Support the Position of Richmond Presidio Neighbors - Alternative 3 is the Only 

Alternative Compatible with the Neighborhood (Submitted by 27 individuals) 



Source: Presidio Tmst 2006. 
Notes; 

"Comments submitted by the Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance are identical to those contained in the letter 
submitted by the National Park Service. 

Oral comments only. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT SEIS 

The Presidio Trust lias responded to all substantive public comments according to the requirements of 40 
CFR 1503. Some comments called for clarification of information in the Draft SEIS. Other comments 
required text modifications, which have been made in the Final SEIS and are identified in the Presidio 
Trust's responses. No responses are provided to comments that merely expressed opinions and did not 
identify a question or a needed text clarification, con'ection, or inodification. Although responses are not 
required on comments that simply expressed support for the one of the alternatives, all comments have 
been taken into account in preparing the Final SEIS and will be considered by the agency in reaching its 
final decision. 

The volume of comments received and similarity of issues raised provided both the opportunity and the 
necessity for grouping and summarizing like comments or comments on a similar topic in order to allow 

for meaningful responses. Comments were initially grouped by general topic headings and further 
divided into subject matter summaries. To assist reviewers, each comment topic is preceded by a shoit 
outline summarizing the subject matter within that topic. A total of 17 general topic headings and 85 
subject matter summaries were used as listed in Table 2. 
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Topic 
General Comments 



Summary 
Purpose and Need 

Alternatives 



Financial Information 



Table 2. Organization of Responses to Comments on the PHSH Draft SEIS 

SubjectMauer 

Adequacy of Information in Draft SEIS 
Request for Summary of PTMP ETS 
Significance Standards 
Incorporation of Previous Comments 

Minimum Requirements 

Request for Additional Natural Resources Protection Goal 
Request for Additional Neighborhood Compatibility Objective 

Requested No Action Alternative vs. True No Action Benchmark 

Reconsideration of Preferred Alternative 

More In-Depth Comparison of Allematives 2 and 3 

Preference for Alternative 2 in Light of Project Objectives 

Incoiporalion of Park Presidio Access into the Final SEIS and the Lease Agreement 

Removal of Battery Caulfield Development from All Alternatives 

Omission of Key Financial Information 
Failure to Consider Financial Solutions 
Failure to Consider and Disclose All Costs and Benefits 



District-Wide Planning Development Plans for the Entire District 



Land Use, Housing and 
Schools 



Transportation 



Impact on Other Planning Districts in the Presidio 

Residential Densities and Surrounding Neighborhoods 

PHSH Project as a San Francisco Residential Development 

Jobs/Housing Balance 

Senior Housing 

Affordable Housing 

Contribution to San Francisco Schools 

Long-Term Use of Battery Caulfield 

Blocking the \4'^ & 15'^ Avenue Gates 

Alternatives to Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant 

Effects of Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant on Highway 1 Traffic Operations 

Effect of Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant on Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

Encroachment Permit 

Requested No Action Alternative Trip Generation Rates 

City Guidelines 

Neighborhood Quality of Life and Residential Level of Service (RLOS) Criteria 

Parking Demand Analysis 

Transit Trip Distribution and Assigmnent 

Impact of Transportation Policies, including Live- Work Model 

Significance Criteria 

Expansion of Traffic Analysis 

Mischaracterized Existing Traffic Conditions 

Projected Traffic Through the 14'^ and IS"" Avenue Gates 

Cut- Through Traffic 

Battery Caulfield Road 

Understated Traffic Impacts 
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Table 2. Organization of Responses to Comments on the PHSH Draft SEIS 

Topic Subject Ma tier 

Contribution to Cumulalive Traffic Effects 

Cumulative Traffic Forecast Assumptions 

Impact of Additional Traffic on City Resources 

Conslriiclion Traffic Management Plan 

Variance in Construction Traffic Impacts 

Transportation Demand Management 

Transportation Demand Management Actions 

Feasibility of Mitigation Measures 

Financial Contribution to Mitigation Measures 

Transit Monitoring and Mitigation Measures 

Readability of SEIS 

Existing plus Project Analysis 

Estimated Traffic Generated by Fonner Hospital 

Traffic Generated by Recent PHSH District Uses 

Transit Concerns 

Clarifications and Editorial Comments 



Historic Resources 



Lowering of Building 1801 Wings 

Removal of Building 1801 Wings 

Demolition of Building 1801 

Interpretation of Nike Missile Facility and Marine Cemetery 



Arcliaeological 
Resources 



Potential Effect on Archaeological Resources 



Air Quality and Noise 



Estimates of Air Quality Impacts and Contaminants 
Comparison of Carbon Monoxide (CO) Emissions 
Mitigation of Construction Emissions 
Potential impact on Point Reyes National Seashore 
Federal Standards for Fine Particulate Matter 
Characterization of Noise Levels within Alternatives 2 and 3 
General Construction/Demolition Emissions 



Utilities and Services 



SFFD Involvement 

New Fire Station 

Revisions to CCSF Streets 

Adequacy of CCSF Sewer System and Treatment Plant Capacities 

Water Supply and Demand 



Hydrology, Wetlands 
and Water Quality 
Biology 



Impact of Mitigation Measures 

impacts on California Quail 
Prohibition on Pets 



Environmental 
Remediation 



Remediation of Contaminated Sites 
Impact on Lobos Creek from Landfill 10 



Other Topics 



Sustainable Technologies 
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Table 2. Organization of Responses to Comments on the PHSH Draft SEIS 

Topic Subject Mauer 

Environmental Review Concurrent Negotiations with the Private Development Team 
Process Project Approvals 

Adhering to Local Regulations and City Involvement 

Depending upon the level of public interest within a topic and its subject matter, comment summaries 
may encompass comments submitted by substantial numbers of commenters, or veiy few. Direct 
quotations from particular commenters arc included in the comment summaries where they arc helpflil in 
communicating the essence of a group of comments. In the same instances, individual or representative 
commenters arc often identified by name. In most cases, commenters are not identified by name in the 
comment summaries, and those seeking responses to comments of a particular individual or organization 
should consult the index of responses (Section 3) to deteimine their location. 

Responses immediately follow each subject matter summary and have been prepared by Trust staff and 
consultants following review of the comment summary and the full text of the original comments. All 
comments have been considered and responded to equally. Their importance is not weighted by the 
source of the comment or any commenter characteristic. Every comment or suggestion has value, 
whether expressed by one or a hundred commenters, and comments have been addressed for their 
substance, not for their frequency. 

Responses provide explanations and clarifications related to the content of the Draft SETS. Where 
changes to the document have been made in response to comments, these are identified. Where questions 
are posed by the commenters, these are answered or acknowledged as outstanding issues. References to 
the SEIS, technical analyses, and other source materials are included as appropriate. Cross-referencing 
between responses is kept to a minimum, resulting in some repetition where the subject matter of 
comment summaries are similar. 



ORIGINAL COMMENTS 

While the comment summaries are intended to accurately reflect commenters' view and suggestions, they 
do not replace the comments in their original form. The original comments are available for review at the 
Presidio Trust Library, 34 Graham Street, in the Presidio, and constitute part of the formal public record. 
All comments have been made available to the Presidio Trust Board of Directors, and comments together 
with the entire record will be considered by the Board in making the fmal decision following publication 
ofthe Final SETS. 
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1 Responses to Comments 

1.1 GENERAL COMMENTS (GE) 

GE-1. Adequacy of Information in Draft SEfS 

The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), Neighborhood Association for Presidio Planning (NAPP), 
and others stated that the Draft SEIS is not "user friendly" and docs not present infonnation in a readily 
understandable format. They said it is difficult for the public to follow the logic and foimat of the 
information presented. Tables lack basic information that would allow the public to assess impacts of the 
project, mitigation measures are vague and unspecified, and little information is provided about many of 
the required environmental topics. 

At the same time, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which is charged with reviewing 
Draft ETSs prepared by other federal agencies and rating them using a rating system that provides a basis 
upon which the EPA makes recommendations to the lead agency for improving the document, awarded 
the Draft EIS its highest rating (Lack of Objections or LO). The EPA suggested mhior changes to the 
Draft EIS (specifically related to air quality impacts) and recognized the "Trust's multiple objectives as 
well as the effort to address prior concerns associated with the previous Environmental Assessment. . ." 

Response GE-1 - While the Tmst appreciates the opinion expressed by the CCSF in this comment, it 
should be noted that many reviewers of the Draft SEIS, including members of the CCSF staff, were able 
to use the document with sufficient ease to provide the Trust with insightful and constructive comments. 
These specific comments have been responded to in this Final SEIS, which also includes a number of 
organizational changes designed to make the information more easily accessible to even casual readers. 
For example: 

• "Existing" transportation data have been included in the same tables as the data for each alternative in 
future year 2025. 

• The discussion of traffic volumes through the 14* and 15* Avenue Gates has been expanded to 
clarify how much of the forecasted volume is associated with the project and how much is attributable 
to pass-thi'ough traffic. Existing traffic volumes have also been added to the table summarizing 
traffic volumes thi'ough the \4^^ and 15* Avenue Gates. 

• In response to a request from the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District 
(GGBHTD), geographic distribution of trips generated by the project has been included in the Final 

SEIS (see Table 11). 

• In response to comments from the CCSF and other reviewers. Table 1 2 has been added to the Final 
SEIS, comparing the factors considered in detemiining the relative significance of traffic impacts to 
those used by the CCSF Planning Department. 
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Also, where additional information was specifically requested by the CCSF or by other reviewers, this has 
been provided; and where specific comments or questions were posed regarding potential impacts or 
associated mitigation measures, these have been addressed individually in this summary of comments and 
responses. 

GE-2. Request for Summary ofPTMPElS 

The CCSF commented that information from the Presidio Trust Management Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement (PTMP EIS) is referenced but not summarized or discussed in a meaningful way in the Draft 
SEIS. They said the NEPA regulations require that incoiporated material be cited in the SEIS and its 
contents bricfiy described. "The reader lacks the critical infonnation at hand to evaluate the analysis of 
this SEIS." 

Response GE-2 - The requested Environmental Review Summary was included as Appendix A in the 
Trust's Request for Qualifications for the PHSH, which was made available for review by the public. In 
response to the comment, the Environmental Review Summary is being recirculated as part of the Final 
SEIS (refer to Appendix C). 

GE-3. Significance Standards 

The CCSF stated that the Draft SEIS lacks clear standards for assessing the significance of the 
environmental impacts. They said it was not possible for the reader to evaluate or measure objectively 
against a standard the conclusions about the enviromncntal impacts set forth in the Draft SEIS. The CCSF 
asked that this flaw be coiTccted in the Final SEIS. 

Response GE-3 -The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) imposes somewhat different 
requirements, including requirements for significance tlircsholds, and these may be more familiar to the 
CCSF. In brief, while impacts are to be discussed in proportion to their significance - which the Trust 
believes it has done - there is no requirement under the NEPA, once the decision has been made to 
prepare an EIS, to estabhsh thresholds for significance. For further discussion on this issue, refer to 
PTMP Final EIS, Volume II Response to Comments, pages 4-34 to 4-35 (Response EP-26, Significance 
Thresholds). 

GE-4. Incorporation of Previous Comments 

Planning Association for the Richmond (PAR) noted that it previously submitted comments concerning 
the PFISH project, in both public testimony and in writing. PAR did not repeat these comments, but 
advised the Trust that it considered all previous comments to be pertinent and incorporated them in their 
letter by reference. 

Response GE-4 - The Trust appreciates PAR's longstanding involvement in the PHSH planning and 
environmental review process. PAR's previous comments submitted orally and in writing before or 
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during the initiation of scoping for the PHSH EA and again during scoping for the Draft SEIS were 
responded to in Appendix A, Response to Comments, within the Draft SEIS. PAR is referred to Trust 
responses to comments made by CCSF representatives for those comments incorporated into PAR's letter 
on the Draft SEIS. 



1 .2 SUMMARY (SU) 

SU-1. Minimum Requirements 

The CCSF stated that the summary should contain a discussion of areas of controversy or issues to be 
resolved in order to meet NEPA requirements. They said the reader must review in detail the appendices 
to ascertain the issues raised by reviewing agencies and the pubhc. 

Response SU-1 - In response to the comment, the CCSF is refeiTcd to a new section in the summary of 
the Final SEIS that identifies principal areas of controversy. 

1 .3 PURPOSE AND NEED (PN) 

PN-l. Request/or Additional Natural Resources Protection Goal 

The National Park Service (NPS) and the Golden Gate Audubon Society asked that the Draft SEIS 
inckide the goal of protecting and enhancing significant natural resources in the project area as a puipose 
of the project. "The area in and around the PHSH district is rich in biodiversity and natural assets that 
should be equally esteemed with the historic and cultural resources." 

Response PN-1 -Protection of natural resources is a stated objective of the project (see Section 1.5.6, 
Purpose and Need), although it is not contained within the five-part statement of the project puipose at the 
start of Section 1 .4. This statement focuses instead on the protection of cultural resources because the 
principal actions included in all alternatives involve the rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings and 
associated landscapes. Nonetheless, the Trast would deem the PHSH project unsuccessful if it did not 
protect undeveloped areas within the PHSH district, as stated in Section 1 .5.6, because these areas may 
shelter important plant and wildlife habitats, including that of the San Francisco lessingia, a federally 
listed endangered plant species. 

PN-2. Request for Additional Neighborhood Compatibility Objective 

The CCSF asked that the Draft SEIS include as a project objective or puipose the goal of achieving 
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood and balance with the existing uses in the area, and 
ensuring that necessaiy City sei'vices and infrastructure are available to serve the project. "Achievement 
of these objectives is necessary to ensui'c the success of the project and the continued livability of the 
suiTounding neighborhoods." 
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Response PN-2 - The Trust has included two project objectives specifically related to compatibility with 
surrounding neighborhoods. Section 1.5.3 states the Trust's objective of limiting traffic and parking 
demand, and Section 1 .5.5 states the Trust's objective of high quality site planning and design 
"compatible with the NHLD and surrounding neighborhoods." In addition, the Trust considers provision 
of adequate public services and infra stnictiu'c of the project- whether by the Trust, by the CCSF, or by 
private providers such as PG&E - to be a pre -requisite for project approval. Projected seiTice levels, 
service providers, and related issues are described fully in Section 3.9, Utilities and Services. In addition, 
specific comments received regarding individual public services, perceived infrastmcture deficiencies, or 
other related concerns have been responded to individually in this summary of comments and responses. 

1 .4 ALTERNATIVES (AL) 

AL-1. Requested No Action Alternative vs. True No Action Benchmark 

A number of neighborhood organizations and individuals, including NAPP, commended the Trust for 
adding the Requested No Action Alternative to the Draft SEIS. However, many expressed 
disappointment that the Requested No Action Alternative is not a true "no action" benchmark because it 
is not based on the present low level of activity at the site. They noted that it is instead based on October 
2002, a point in time when there was traffic use by tenants such as the Jewish Community Center (JCC), 
Lone Mountain Children's Center and the Arion Press, making it, according to NAPP, "the busiest use in 
recent history." Richmond Presidio Neighbors (RPN) believed that the Requested No Action Alternative 
is "simply another development alternative" presumably "intended to mislead the public into believing 
that many of the impacts, in particular the traffic, will be no worse with Alternative 2 than with the 
current use." Furthermore, it appeared to RPN that the alternative assumes substantial new uses of the 
site, not consistent with recent uses. They believed that by overstating the amount of footage used for 
high intensity day care uses, the traffic generated by the Requested No Action Alternative was "grossly 
overestimated." NAPP wanted to see a "pragmatic" no action alternative in the Final SEIS. 

Response AL-1 - The Requested No Action Alternative presented in the SEIS constitutes exactly the 
"pragmatic" alternative requested by NAPP in their current comments and by RPN in their comments on 
the PHSH EA that were responded to in the Draft SEIS. Though a NEPA "No Action" baseline is not 
required for the reasons explained in Response to Comment A. 2. 2 (PTMP vs. Existing Conditions as the 
No Action Alternative) in Appendix A of the Draft SEIS, the Requested No Action Alternative was 
included at the request of commenters. It includes uses that either cuiTcntly exist on the site or uses that 
recently existed on the site and could be reinstituted at any time, Lone Mountain School and Arion Press 
are cun'cntly located at the site and constitute 4,750 square feet of high-intensity educational use and 
15,100 square feet of cultural/educational use. In addition, 4,750 square feet of office space formerly 
occupied by the JCC are cuiTcntly in use by a variety of tenants, Other space that was occupied by the 
JCC for classroom and other high-traffic uses is currently vacant, but could be reactivated at any time 
with no additional enviromnental analysis, since the uses would require no physical changes and fall well 
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within the level of activity analyzed in the PTMP SEIS. The amount of space and type of use included 
was derived from the JCC tenancy. 

Overall types and intensities of uses included in the Requested No Action Alternative are described fully 
in Sections 2.2, 2.3, 3.1.2.1, 3.2.2.1, and elsewhere, and thus there is no intent to mislead. Trip generation 
rates related to high-intensity day care uses are discussed further in Response TR-6. 

AL-2. Reconsideration of Preferred Alternative 

Many commcnters remained "baffled" by the Trust's preference for Alternative 2 and questioned the 
Trust's conclusions that Alternative 2 is the "best balance" and has virtually the same impacts as other 
alternatives. They contended that Alternative 3 better meets the project objectives and that there is united 
agreement among diverse stakeholders that Alternative 3 is the best solution for the environment, the 
neighborhood, and the national park setting. 

The NFS expressed its "strong preference" for Alternative 3. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) encouraged the Trust to adopt Alternative 3 because they believed it would result in the least 
potential impacts to the San Francisco lessingia, an endangered plant, compared to the other alternatives. 
Members of Golden Gate Audubon Society said that they greatly appreciated the Trust's past efforts to 
restore the Cahfomia quail in the Presidio, but were "surprised and disappointed" that the Trust identified 
an alternative that may jeopardize the good work done in restoring quail habitat. They told the Trust it 
should retract its decision and instead choose Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. The Sierra Club 
argued that the larger 350-unit housing complex under Ahemative 2 would exceed the expected demand 
of park-based employees. 'The PTMP docs not provide for building new housing units in excess of the 
demand by park based employees and should be rejected." 

RPN reiterated the Draft SEIS statement that Ahemative 3 is fmancially feasible. They noted that the 
alternative satisfies the financial objective of generating SI million in annual base rent by 2008 and 
generates $207 million over the 75-year lease terai. Citing the Draft SEIS, they noted that Alternative 3 
also requires the lowest capital outlay of $55 million. They continued: "[t]he Trust maintains that its 
financing goals generally arc 'to obtain from each building project what the market will bear, while 
protecting and balancing park values. '" They offered that Alternative 3 better protects and balances park 
values, and better satisfies the PTMP goal as identified in the EA of "balancing the preservation of public 
open spaces and resources with building uses that support both the fmancial needs of the park and the 
goal of serving the public." 

RPN submitted that the PHSH site could best serve the public if the Trust selects Alternative 3, which is 
more compatible with the sun'ounding neighborhood and with the sensitive habitats of national park land, 
and which is supported by the broader community. The Lake Street Residents Association (LSRA) 
echoed this position, stating that there is no financial justification for pursuing Alternative 2 when 
Alternative 3 provides "generous revenues without the high capital requirements and at a level of 
development more in scale with its surroundings as a project situated amidst a sensitive wildlife habitat 
and adjacent to a relatively quiet residential neighborhood." The LSRA furtlier stated "Alternative 3 
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better serves the purpose of improving the overall appearance of the area" and noted that it "will have 
lesser traffic impacts on the surrounding neighborhood" as well as lesser impacts on local and regional air 
quahty than Ahernatives 1 and 2. "Furthermore, Alternative 3 with fewer inhabitants, a smaller footprint, 
and less traffic would have a lesser impact on the adjacent plant and wildlife habitats." 

While RPN and most other commenters concluded their letters with a request that the Trust reconsider its 
stated preference for Alternative 2, this view was not unanimous. The EPA stated they were "pleased" 
with the selection of an alternative that would have fewer environmental impacts than the previous PTMP 
ahernative {Alternative 1). "While Alternative 3 would offer a greater level of protection for sensitive 
plant and animal species and less construction emissions than the other alternatives, Alternative 2, in 
combination with proposed mitigation, addresses many of EPA's previous concerns regarding wetland 
impacts." The San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) acknowledged concerns 
from neighboring residents regarding traffic and congestion and recognized the importance of proactively 
addressing these concerns. However, SPUR offered that the PHSH district represents one of the most 
significant opportunities to meet housing goals for the entire Presidio area, and the intensity of use 
outlined in Alternative 2 is consistent with the PTMP. For these reasons, SPUR "strongly supported" the 
intensity of use outlined in Alternative 2. Finally, the Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association 
stated at the public hearing held on the Draft SEIS that they have not taken a position on Alternative 2, 
suggesting, in the absence of additional information, that a larger project at the site could conceivably 
"obviate or reduce the need for infill development in the more historically sensitive areas." 

Response AL-2 - A fairly universal theme of the public comments received was a request to "downsize" 
the proposed action. The focus was on the number of dwelling units and the potential impacts the 
associated tenants would have on traffic, parking, and natural resources. Responding to this request to 
lessen effects on the surrounding community, the Trust has extensively restructured the Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 2). The Trust scaled back the maximum number of dwelling units from 350 to 
230. CoiTcspondingly, projected daily vehicle trips were reduced from 2,212 to 1,725. Additionally, the 
reduced number of tenants in Alternative 2 combined with the proposed underground parking garage 
would yield the lowest total parking demand that would be accommodated in surface parking spaces of all 
the action alternatives. 

Since the amount of daily use has been reduced, Alternative 2 as revised also lessens potential impacts on 
natural resources. Alternative 2 would reduce the potential for impacts on the local quail population, 
wetland habitat, dune habitat (including the federally listed San Francisco lessingia), and other natural 
areas. Additionally, Altemafive 2 addresses preservation concerns about a "hybrid of the historic 
sti-ucture" as the non-historic wings would be retained in their present configuration (i.e., the wings would 
not be lowered). Any potential issues with the larger 350-unit complex exceeding Presidio-based 
employee demand are also resolved with the revised 230 dwelling unit count. This lower unit count can 
only be financially supported with larger residential floor plans. As such, smaller/lower income units 
have been reduced under Alternative 2. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would produce the largest amount of revenues over a 70-year lease term. The 
alternatives are projected to generate S658 million - $83 million more than Alternative 3 and $144 
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million more than Alternative 4. Consideration for the park's financial welfare is a key element of every 
Trust decision. The Tnist can achieve financial self-sufficiency in any number of ways, but if it does so 
without establishing a financial base that is strong enough to ensure the rehabilitation of the Presidio's 
historic buildings and landscapes, the restoration of its natural resources, and the presei'vation of its 
historic character into the infinite future, the Tnist will not have accomplished its mandated purpose. 

Alternative 2 would involve a greater capital outlay than Alternative 3 since a greater amount of square 
footage would be rehabilitated. However, Alternative 2 provides the opportunity to generate a better 
investment return since there is more flexibility in how the non-historic wings of Building 1801 can be 
modified and better residential floor plans would be available. The 1932 portion of the building is more 
challenging due to the requirement to preserve historic fabric. While all of the action alternatives would 
improve the overall appearance of the PHSH district, the selection of Alternative 2 would balance the 
preservation of open spaces and resources with building uses that support both the financial needs of the 
park and the goal of serving the pubhc. 

AL-3. More Jn-Depth Comparison of Alternatives 2 and 3 

NAPP, the Pacific Heights Residents Association (PHRA), and several individuals suggested that the 
SEIS should help stakeholders to understand all the trade-offs between Alternative 2 and AUemative 3. 
". . .[W]e fail to accept that there will be no significant difference in the environmental and cultural impact 
of the two alternatives. . . . [W]e request that the Final SEIS make a more detailed and rigorous 
comparison of the preferred alternatives to date, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3." 

Response AL-3 - The Final SEIS contains a thorough comparison of Alternatives 2 and 3, as well as 
comparisons with other SETS alternatives. All of the alternatives have different impacts, as explained in 
each topic area. For example. Section 3.2.2.1 demonstrates that each alternative would generate a 
different number of automobile trips to and from the project site. There are few instances, however, 
where the various impacts attributed to one or more alternative would rise to a level of significance when 
considered objectively. In all such instances the potentially significant project-specific impacts can be 
effectively mitigated, usually via mitigation measures previously identified in the PTMP EIS. For 
example, the analysis in Section 3.2.2.2 demonstrates that only Alternative 1 and the Requested No 
Action Alternative would result in project-specific traffic impacts. These and other {cumulatively 
significant and less-than-significant) traffic impacts can be mitigated via measures identified in the PTMP 
EIS as modified and included in this Final SEIS. 

AL-4. Preference for Alternative 2 in Light of Project Objectives 

A number of organizations and individuals noted that, despite the united public outcry from diverse 
neighborhood and enviromncntal groups, the Trust still maintains a preference for Alternative 2. They 
contended that these interests share the view that the Trust has not selected the project that best "balances 
all of the leasing objectives or criteria" as the Trust suggests it has done, and that the Trust's previous 
response to these comments in the Draft SEIS is "nonsensical at best." From NAPP's vantage point, it 
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appeared that the impact of Alternative 2 "significantly exceeded the impact of Alternative 3 on virtually 
every measure." PAR believed that Alternative 3 "best meets the project objectives of preserving historic 
resources, limiting parking and traffic demand, promoting high-quality design and protecting important 
natural resources while being financially feasible." 

RPN excerpted text from the Draft SEIS to demonstrate that the document itself makes the case that 
Alternative 3 best balances the project objectives, and stated: "[njotwithstanding the substantial merits of 
Alternative 3 in terms of its lessened impact on the environment, its lower traffic and parking demand, its 
preservation and restoration of historic resources, and its financial viability, the Tmst prefers Alternative 
2 because it has the potential to generate more revenue." RPN offered that the additional revenue to be 
generated from Alternative 2 versus Alternative 3 is between S200,000 and $300,000 dollars, "less than 1 
percent of the Trust's annual operating budget," and, "of the six leasing objectives, only the financial 
objective is better met by Alternative 2 and only by a small margin." RPN submitted that the financial 
objective should not outweigh the other five objectives that are better met with Alternative 3. "The Trust 
continues to fail to explain why the modest potential financial gain of Alternative 2 should trump all other 
considerations that favor Alternative 3." Many in the adjacent neighborhood suggested that if the revenue 
shortfall is only $200,000 to $300,000 per year, then the Trust should give the neighbors the opportunity 
to fund the difference. It appeared to many of the neighbors that the potential increase in revenue to the 
Trust over the life of the 75-year lease is less than two percent of the Trust's annual revenues. 

Response AL-4 - The Trust's Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, has been substantially modified since 
the Draft SEIS. A consistent message received through public comment was a stated preference for the 
selection of an alternative that reduced impacts on the environment and the neighboring community. In 
response to these comments, the number of proposed dwellmg units in Alternative 2 has been reduced by 
more than 34 percent (from 350 to 230), down to the same number of dwelling units as Alternative 3. As 
outlined in Section 3, this reduction in the number of dwelling units results in decreased impacts on the 
environment. 

The restructuring of Alternative 2 also increased projected revenue. Alternative 2 has a superior projected 
fmancial gain over all alternatives except Alternative 1 . In comparison to the most sunilar alternative 
(Alternative 3), the additional revenue generated by Alternative 2 is currently estimated at approximately 
$540,000 per year. Neighborhood organizations suggested that projected revenue shortfalls could be 
funded by residents adjacent to the proposed PHSH site. However, Alternative 3 is only marginally 
economically feasible and a private developer has not been identified that would be willing to undertake 
Alternative 3 to date. Further, the increased financial gain from restructuring Alternative 2 makes this 
proposition more impractical. Assuming a five-percent rate of return, to match the projected increased 
revenue of Alternative 2, a financial ari'angement similar to a $ 1 1 million endowment would have to be 
established for the duration of the lease interest. 

Compared to the earlier version of Alternative 2, the Alternative 2 presented in the Final EIS has a 
substantially more robust financial return coupled with a reduction in the number of units and a 
commensurate reduction in environmental impacts. This alternative matches the expressed desire that 
project objectives be met in balance with one another. 
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AL-5. Incorporation of Park Presidio Access into the Final SEIS and the Lease Agreement 

A number of neighborhood groups and many individuals argued that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access 
Variant should be adopted as a requirement of the project rather than a variant. RPN and the San 
Francisco Bicycle Coalition suggested tliat direct access to/from Park Presidio Boulevard will 
significantly reduce the negative traffic impact on nearby city streets, and asserted that Park Presidio 
Boulevard access should therefore be a project mandate and a precondition to any of the alternatives. 
RPN also noted that until Caltrans has approved the Park Presidio Boulevard Access, it cannot be relied 
upon as a mitigation measure, and one individual suggested that Caltrans approval for the Park Presidio 
Boulevard intersection should be secured before the project proceeds. NAPP and others said they were 
pleased with the progress that is being made during meetings to discuss a new roadway to provide 
dedicated access to the site off of Park Presidio Boulevard. However, they believed this should be a 
requirement of the Final SETS in order to mitigate the adverse impacts of the project, and not a "variant." 
"Dedicated access in and out of the PHSH development is a necessai^ part of this project... and must be 
included in the lease." NAPP also cited the alternative access to the Presidio defined in a mitigation 
measure of the Letterman Digital Arts EIS as an example. 

This position was not shared by all. A member of the Park Presidio Neighbors Association and the Lake 
Street East Coalition cautioned that individuals in support of a new entry ramp off Park Presidio 
Boulevard "do not speak for all the residents in the area" and advised that efforts to create an entrance 
into the Presidio off of Park Presidio Boulevard would not be viewed favorably by a significant number 
of individuals within the neighborhood groups he represents. Another individual noted that Park Presidio 
Boulevard is aheady heavily traveled and has seen a number of fatalities, and suggested that "to direct 
more traffic directly onto it and also not provide a northbound entrance is ill conceived from a traffic flow 
and safety perspective." Still another said that the access was an unsatisfactory solution, and added that it 
is unlikely to be implemented by Caltrans because of lack of fijnding and opposition of regional Highway 
1 commuters. Instead, the commenter suggested providing all access from a roadway between 14*^^ 
Avenue and Park Presidio Boulevard {following the alignment of the historic access road), using bollards 
to block 14'^ and 15^'' Avenue Gates at the Presidio boundary and Battery Caulfield Road near Building 
145 1 , and providing secondaiy access to the PHSH district via a roadway connecting Battery Caulfield 
Road and Pershing Drive. 

Response AL-5 - The Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant was presented as a variant in the Draft 
SEIS because the decision to allow the intersection ultimately lies with Caltrans. Furthemiore, the Park 
Presidio Boulevard Access Variant does not qualify as a mitigation measure under the NEPA, as it does 
not improve the operation of any study intersection with a significant project-specific or cumulative effect 
from an unacceptable level of service to an acceptable level of service.^ The Trust recognizes that 
occupancy of the PHSH district would increase traffic volumes through the 14''' and 15" Avenue Gates, 
but considers the impact to be less than significant based on the traffic analysis presented in Section 3.2.2. 



~ The Lake Strcct/1 5''' Avenue intersection docs not meet Caltrans' peak hour signal warrant with Alternative 1 in the AM peak 
hour, and therefore the level of service (LOS) E conditions are not considered to be a significant project-specific or cumulative 
effect. 
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Several months ago, the Trust submitted initial documentation to Caltrans for exceptions to mandatory 
and advisory design standards, documentation of traffic accident history of the area, and a traffic signal 
waiTants analysis. Since the initial submittal of these reports, the Tmst has revised Alternative 2 (on 
which the submitted analyses were based) to reduce the number of dwelling units and install more 
restrictive traffic calming devices on the site. With these changes to Alternative 2, the daily traffic 
generated by the project and therefore the daily traffic that would use the Park Presidio Boulevard 
intersection has decreased such that the project would not meet any of the three Caltrans signal waiTants 
for planned intersections. 

Caltrans has requested additional infonnation regarding the traffic analysis and Fact Sheets submitted in 
November 2004, includmg an updated signal warrants analysis. The Caltrans warrants analysis is 
included in Technical Memorandum No. 7 in Appendix B of the Final SETS. The three Caltrans warrants 
applying to new intersections or intersections where it is not reasonable to count actual traffic volumes are 
described in Tabic 4C-101 from the Cahfomia Supplement to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD), which is shown below. The wan-ants are based on the number of lanes on each 
approach of the major street (Park Presidio Boulevard) and the minor street (new access road), and 
whether the location is urban or rural. Because of the traffic signal phasing required for the minor street 
approach, the minor street would have two lanes on the castbound approach, and Park Presidio Boulevard 
would have two or more lanes on each approach. Table 3 below compares the forecasted traffic volumes 
for the Trust's Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) to the criteria described in Table 4C-101 from the 
MUTCD. Caltrans is less likely to approve the Park Presidio Boulevard access intersection if none of the 
three planning warrants can be met. 

In response to the suggested cormection between Battery Caulficld Road and Pershing Drive, this 
roadway connection was considered as part of one alternative in the PTMP EIS (Alternative C). While 
this roadway connection would offer an additional access route to and from the site, the access would not 
offer any advantages over the historic access points of the 14*'' and 15"' Avenue Gates that are expected to 
adequately serve the site. Furthermore, a roadway with regular traffic volumes (beyond the shuttle and 
emergency vehicles) through this area is not consistent with adopted plans for the area, and could have the 
effect of transferring traffic from the vicinity of 14*/15* Avenue to the vicinity of the Presidio gate at 25"" 
Avenue. The adopted PTMP envisions the conversion of Baker Beach Apartments into open space over 
time, necessitating the removal of some or all of the roadways in the area. Also, the adopted Presidio 
Trails and Bikeways Master Plan envisions developing a multi-use trail connecting Battery Caulfield 
Road to Baker Beach Apartments and Lincoln Boulevard along the alignment suggested by the 
commenter. This ti'ail alignment traverses a natural area within the USFWS Recoveiy Area for San 
Francisco lessingia. Its conversion to constant motor vehicle access (as opposed to emergency or more 
infrequent access) would be inconsistent with the Presidio's plan and could affect recovery goals for the 
lessingia. 
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Table 3. Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis for Parl^ Presidio Boulevard Access Variant 



Warrant 



liNiMUM Estimated Average Daily Traffic 



Vehicles Per Day on Major 

Street {Total OF Both 

Approaches) 



Vehicles per Day on Higher-Volume 

Minor Street Approach (One 

Direction Only) 



Warrant 1 A - Minimum Vehicular Traffic 

Warrant IB - Interruption of Continuous 
Traffic 



Requirement 
9,600 

14,400 



Alternative 2 
84,500 

84,500 



'' Neither Warrant I A nor WaiTant IB satisfied, but both warrants fulfilled 80% or more. 
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates 2006e. 



Requirement 
3,200 

1,600 



Alternative 2 
1,100 

1,100 



80% of Values for Warrants lA & IB' 










Warrant lA 


7,680 


84,500 


2,560 


1,100 


Warrant IB 


11,520 


84,500 


1,280 


1,100 
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Table 4C-101. Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet 
(Average Traffic Estimate Form) 



(Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - See Note) 



URBAN , RURAL 

1A - Minimum Vehicular Traffic 
Satisfied Not Satisfied 


Minimum Requirements 
EADT 


Vehicles Per Day 

on Major Street 

(Total of Both Approaches) 


Vehicles Per Day 

on Higher-Volume 

Minor Street Approach 

(One Direction Only) 




Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach 

Major Street Minor Street 

1,.... 1...,. 

2 or More 1 

2 or More .... 2 or More 


Urban Rural 

S.OOO 5,500 
9,600 6,720 
9,600 6.720 
8,000 5,600 


Urban Rural 

2.400 1,680 
2.400 1,680 
3.200 2.240 
3.200 2.240 


1 2 or More 




1B - Interruption of Continues Traffic 

Satisi^ed Not Satisfied 


Vehicles Per Day 

on Major Street 

(Total of Both Approaches) 


Vehicles Per Day 

on Higher-Volume 

Minor Street Approach 

(One Direction Only) 




Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach 

Major Street Minor Street 

1 1 - 

2 or More 1 

2 or More 2 or More 


Urban Rural 

12,000 8,400 
14,400 10,080 
14,400 10,080 
12.000 6,400 


Urban Rural 

1.200 850 
1.200 850 
1,600 1,120 
1.600 1,120 


1 2 or More 


1A&B - Combinations 

Satisfied Not Satisfied 


2 Warrants 


2 Warrants 


No one warrant satisfied, but foilowinq warrants 
fulfilled 80% or more 


1 2 



Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable to count 
actual traffic volumes. 



AL-6. Removal of Battery Cauljield Development from All Alternatives 

The Dune Ecological Restoration Team and several individuals opposed any residential development al 
the Battei7 Caulfield site and urged that it be removed from the PHSH plamiing district in all alternatives. 
They felt the site should be left as a maintenance yard until such time as funds became available to restore 
the area to native habitat. A similar view shared by others could be sunmiarized by one individual: "[t]he 
fact that residential development plus parking at the Battery Caulfield site is still included in Alternative 2 
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leads mc to conclude that the Trust does not place much value on the natural resources in the. . . district." 
Another individual was coneemed that new development at the site would increase traffic, causing more 
circulation problems. 

Response AL-6 - The Trust would be remiss to remove reasonable alternatives from study in light of the 
NEPA's goals and policies. For a discussion of the reasons for including an analysis of residential 
development at the Battery Caulfield site in the SEIS» refer to Section 2.9.6 (No Development at Battery 
Caulfield...)onpage 67 and Section A. 1.3 (Elimination of the Battery Caulfield Alternative) on page A-4 
of the Draft SEIS. 



1 .5 FEMANCIAL INFORMATION (FI) 

FI-1. Omission of Key Financial Information 

RPN and many individuals argued that the Draft SEIS lacks a full economic assessment of the 
alternatives. RPN asserted that the "failure to provide such pivotal financial information is a critical flaw 
in the DSEIS." They stated: "Without a specific financial plan for the PHSH site or any detailed 
explanation of the Trust's financial needs (other than the $1 million minimum ground rent each of the 
alternatives will generate), the public cannot Icnow how v^^ell each of the alternatives will further the 
Trust's financial plan for the Presidio, including the preferred ahemative." RPN claimed that the Draft 
SEIS lacks anything other than a "veiy simplified, supeiTicial" financial analysis of the development 
alternatives." They asked that the Trust "disclose with much greater particularity its financial needs and 
goals relating to the PHSH site." They clauned that for the pubhc to weigh the economic benefit, the 
Trust must set forth capital costs, source of capital, revenue, and operation and maintenance costs. 
Furthermore, the Trust should express the PHSH financial goal in the context of the Trust's overall 
financial projections to show why Alternative 2 is necessaiy to achieve self-sufficiency. 

One individual said he was eonflxsed about how the Trust could prefer Alternative 2 over Alternative 3 
when the initial cost of Alternative 3 would be far less, and when the return on investment is estimated to 
be the same. He added: "Can the Trust adequately justify the millions of dollars up front expenditure to its 
political bean counters in Washington?" Another individual at the pubhe hearing held on the Draft SEIS 
posed that the "larger operational risk" associated with Alternative 2, when viewed against such factors as 
the "good will of the neighborhood, the traffic, and just the beautification of the place," would suggest 
that Alternative 3 would be "safer" than Alternative 2, taking into account the "risk-adjusted return." 
Almost all eommenters raising this issue requested that the Trust disclose fuller financial information 
relevant to its development choice and circulate it for public comment before a final decision is made. 

Response FI-1 - The Trust welcomes the comment and understands eommenters' interest in the financial 
analysis of the alternatives. While in no way required under the NEPA, the Trust has provided the 
requested additional financial information to update and supplement the financial analysis prepared for 
the Draft SEIS (see Appendix A of the Final SEIS). The cuiTent analysis ineoiporates the Draft-to-Final 
SEIS reduction in Alternative 2's dwelling unit count from 350 to 230. 
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Highlights of the analysis include the following: 

• Alternative 3 is, at best, marginally feasible as a rental project because it would not generate a 
sufficient return to induce a developer to undertake the project. The primary reason is that dwelling 
units located in the non-historie wings of Building 1801, as in Alternative 2 can be larger and would 
feature impressive city and ocean views, thus generating substantially greater rents than those that 
would be located in the historic core of Building 1801. The loss of units located in the non-historie 
wings, as in Alternative 3, would mean the loss of many economies of scale, both in the development 
and operation of the project. The financial analysis in Appendix A suggests that, due to the costs of 
the overall project, reuse of the historic portion of Building 1801 for rental housing without the square 
footage contained in the non-historie wings would be difficult to cany out. 

• The financial performance of Alternative 2, specifically the revenue to the Trust, is substantially 
better that that of Ahemative 3. For example, the net present value of Alternative 2 is worth $38,0 
million compared to $27.9 million for Alternative 3. 

• The analysis includes a description of anticipated financing sources. All alternatives feature 
substantial capital investment by the Trust in PHSH buildings other than Building 1801. 

• The risks associated with the different alternatives have been factored into the analysis through the 
use of different discount rates for the higher risks associated with Alternatives 1 and 4. 

Some commentcrs suggested that the Trust needed to provide financial context to demonstrate why 
Alternative 2 is necessary in order for the Trust to achieve financial self-sufficiency. Some perspective 
on the Trust's overall financial challenges is provided below, but it is important to note that the Trust 
need not demonstrate, and has not asserted, that financial self-sufficiency can only be achieved by 
pursuing Alternative 2. The PHSH complex represents a significant source of revenue for the Trust; the 
complex represents approximately seven percent of the 5.6 million square feet anticipated under the 
PTMP. When the project is stabilized, it is expected to generate approximately five percent of the Trust's 
revenue from operations. (For comparison puiposcs, with the exception of Letterman Digital Arts, no 
single cuiTcnt tenant is expected to generate more than one percent of the Trust's total revenue from 
operations.) The PHSH complex revenue is thus an important component of the Presidio's long-term 
revenue stream. 

Because the Trust has a restricted number of opportunities to generate revenue, the financial pcrfonnance 
of each project, although balanced with other objectives, is critical. The Trust Act limits the amount of 
building square footage in the park to 5.96 million, or the amount built by the Army before it departed in 
1994. The Trust has also committed in the PTMP to reduce that amount to 5.6 million square feet in order 
to further open space objectives, such as creating wildlife conidors, restoring natural areas, and enhancing 
opportunities for public use. Over two-thirds of the Presidio's building square footage has already been 



^ Alternative i would require the Trust to locate, and rely on, a very few number of institirtional tenants. Alternative 4 would 
involve the development of senior housing, which shrinks the pool of prospective tenants to those meeting applicable age 
restrictions, making it somewhat more risky. 
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rehabilitated or redeveloped; most of this square footage can be accoi.inted for in housing and the 
Letterman Digital Arts Center. Many of the remaining opportunities for generating revenue are 
complicated and expensive historic preservation projects. 

Because of the Tiiist's singular purpose to preserve and protect the park, the Trust has few opportunities 
to diversify its revenue sources. To dale, the Trust has had only two significant revenue sources: federal 
appropriations and operating revenues (primarily rent). The former has steadily declined and is projected 
to do so each year before appropriations are eliminated in 2013.'^ Similarly, the Tmst's opportunities for 
revenue generation are almost completely limited to the Presidio's buildings. The Trust thus has 
significant exposure to changes in the local and national real estate and construction markets." 

It is against this backdrop of declining federal appropriations, rising construction costs, limited revenue- 
generating opportunities, and exposure to the notably cyclical real estate market that the Trust must 
balance financial considerations with other values. These other values include those identified by 
commenters (beautification, traffic impacts, and neighborhood harmony) as well as many others that are 
critical to the Trust's mission. The Trust balances these values with its financial imperatives to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Thus, the Tmst's redevelopment approach is both pmdent and flexible. Financial performance is judged 
in balance with other objectives, projects that generate revenue offset those that do not, and the revenue 
generated is dedicated to operatmg and maintaining the Presidio in perpetuity. The decisions that the 
Trust has made to advance the PHSH project have been consistent with this approach and have also been 
responsive to citizens' concerns about the Presidio's resources, their questions about the economic 
security of the Presidio, and their apprehension about the impacts of the project on the suiTounding areas. 

FI-2. Failure to Consider Alternative Financial Solutions 

RPN and various individuals argued that the Trust cannot discharge its obligations to the public without 
considering potential creative financial solutions that could eliminate the need for maximizing the build- 
out at the PHSH. RPN pointed out that the National Academy of Public Administration concluded that a 
greater use of federal fmancing could substantially reduce the Trust's financing costs. RPN, NAPP, and 
others urged the Tmst to consider using alternative fiinding mechanisms to increase the returns on a 
smaller build-out (and possibly no build-out) of the hospital. They asserted that the Draft SEIS "fails to 
address efforts to obtain alternative fmancing or other sources of funding" for building rehabilitation such 
as 1) retaining the Wherry Housing for an additional 5 to 10 years to raise additional capital and reduce 
the financial pressures on the PHSH site, and 2) seeking funding to rehabilitate a portion of the buildings 
itself in order to reduce the scope of the project and maximize revenue return to the Trust. Various 



'' In Fiscal Year 2006, federal appropriations amounted to approximately $20 million, and they will decline to zero by 2013. It is 
important to note that the Presidio's annua! appropriation is not guaranteed, nor is the rate of decline pre-set; it can decline more 
rapidly in response to competing financial priorities in the federal government. 

^ Both rents and construction costs can be volatile. From 2001 to 2003, average askmg rents for San Francisco County office 
space dropped by almost 35 percent (NAT BT Commercial 2005). Similarly, by one measure, construction costs grew by nearly 
ten percent in 2005 alone (Turner Construction Company 2006). 
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neighbors volunteered at the public hearing held on the Draft SEIS that they would help the Tmst "make 
up the shortfall in some way or another." To quote one individual: "I know of giving circles in small 
towns in the Midwest that raise a million dollars a year. T think that San Francisco can do better." 

The LSRA submitted that an alternative financing approach is available for the Trust that would generate 
as much revenue from a much smaller project and allow the Trust to maintain greater control over the 
outcome. "That is, the Trust could obtain a higher revenue yield from a less intense usage with far less 
adverse environmental consequences if it provided more core funding of this project and approached it as 
a joint-venture with a private developer, uistead of handing the site over to a private developer to 
capitalize the developers return on this valuable, habitat-sensitive site." 

RPN conuuented that the Tmst misconstrued a request to analyze an additional alternative: leasing only 
Building 1801 to a private developer for rehabilitation (requiring removal of the wings) while the Trust 
serves as the developer for all other PflSH district buildings. RPN urged the Trust to seek funding to 
rehabilitate a portion of the buildings itself in order to reduce the scope of the project and maximize 
revenue return to the Trust. They claimed if the Tmst rehabilitates the Wyman Avenue residences itself, 
this $400,000 in revenue together with £600,000 from the JCC, Arion Press, and Lone Mountain School 
leases would allow for smaller or no Building 1801 build-out. 

Response FI-2 - The essence of the comment is that the Presidio Trust's environmental analysis is 
deficient because it has not fully analyzed smaller project altematives that might result from one or more 
suggested financing approaches. Underlying the comment is a belief that the Preferred Alternative would 
"maximize build-out" at the PHSH. Both assertions are incorrect. 

First, the PrefeiTed Alternative does not "maximize build-ouf ' at the PHSH. In connection with the 
adoption of the PTMP, in 2002 the Tmst analyzed the environmental impacts of a number of alternative 
management plans in the PTMP EIS. The Preferred Alternative under this SEIS is less intensive than the 
use that was adopted under the PTMP, i.e., the use that could have been pursued without preparing a 
supplemental EIS. 

Second, the project altematives suggested by the commenters as likely to result from the recommended 
financial solutions fall within the range of the alternatives afready analyzed. For example, if a fmancial 
approach (whether retaining Baker Beach housing or seeking donations from neighborhood groups) 
would make it possible for the Trust to adopt an alternative that eliminated the hospital's non-historic 
wings, the result would be implementation of Alternative 3. Going further, if a financial approach such as 
the retention of Baker Beach Apartments were used as justification for not undertaking the PHSH project, 
the result would be implementation of the Requested No Action Alternative. However, under such a 
scenario and under any scenario that would demolish the historic buildings at the PHSH site, the Tmst's 
stated purpose and need for the PHSH project would not be fulfilled. 

The range of altematives considered in both the Draft and Final SEIS include everything from "do 
nothing" (the Requested No Action Altemative) to fiall build-out under the adopted management plan (the 
PTMP Alternative). Because the projects that could result fi-om one or more of the suggested financial 
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approaches would fall within the range of alternatives abeady analyzed, the Trust has fully discharged its 
obligation under the NEPA to consider a reasonable range of alternatives that could accomplish the 
agency's statement of purpose and need. The Trust thus could proceed with the adoption of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Draft SETS (i.e., a 350-unit project). 

Despite the adequacy of the SEIS alternatives, and despite the fact that the 350-unit alternative would 
have been less intensive than the use already approved in the PTMP (which was subject to extensive 
public comment and environmental analysis), the Trust has reduced the unit count in its PrefeiTcd 
Alternative. The Trust's revised Alternative 2 includes only 230 dwelling units, which is identical to 
Alternative 3 . 

Finally, the Trust has been creative in evaluating potential approaches to project financing. The Tnist has 
always anticipated the need for philanthropy to complete the capital investments required to make the 
Presidio a great national park, and is actively pursuing philanthropic funding. Further, the Trust does 
invest its own funds in projects, sometimes to retain control and/or enhance financial returns. Indeed, the 
Trust expects to invest its own funds in rehabilitating the Wyman Terrace homes and the ancillary 
hospital buildings in the PHSH district. In many cases, however, the Trust invests its own capital in 
projects because there simply is no other source. For example, it is difficult to generate either investment 
or philanthropic interest in financing sewer or other infrastructure improvements. The many demands on 
the Trust's scarce capital require that the Tmst be cautious in deciding where its limited capital is best 
deployed, and that it balance financial and non-financial objectives carefully. 

FI-3. Failure to Consider and Disclose All Costs and Benefits 

RPN criticized the Trust's financial analysis in the Draft SEIS as oversimplified insufficient disclosure 
because "the cost and benefits to the Trust as opposed to the private developer is not delineated" and the 
costs of maintaining and administering the project alternatives (fire, police, grounds, maintenance, 
administration, mitigations) are not discussed. In other words, the Draft SEIS did not disclose revenue 
"contribution after cost." 

Response FI-3 - The financial analysis in Appendix A of the Final SEIS provides information about 
potential returns to a developer under the alternatives. The analysis allows a comparison among the SEIS 
alternatives, and the terms {both for a developer and for the Trust) reflect reasonable cost and revenue 
assumptions for each alternative. Returns would normally be expected to vary among different 
developers depending on the transaction structure (including particularly the cost to the developer of 
obtaining project financing) and many other variables including the cost and duration of construction, as 
well as trends in rents, operating costs, local employment and the broader economy. 

The focus of the SEIS is properly on the potential impacts of the different alternatives on the Presidio and 
the Trust. Potential developer returns are of limited utility in the SEIS analysis except to the extent that 
they provide information that may be useful in assessing feasibility; i.e., whether a particular alternative 
would generate sufficient revenue to cause a developer to undertake the project. 
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The financial analysis in Appendix A of the Final SEIS provides a realistic view of the costs associated 
with the PHSH project, including anticipated initial development costs. The Tmst expects that leases (for 
non-residential buildings) would be stmctiired as "triple net" leases under which the tenant is typically 
responsible for many of the building's operating costs. For a long-term lease, it is normal to shift 
virtually all operational costs to the tenant. 

Many of the costs associated with the project would typically be borne either by the developer (e.g., 
upgrading utility systems within buildings and leased areas) or by all tenants thi'ough the Service District 
Charge (SDC). The Trust uses the SDC mechanism to recover costs associated with providing municipal- 
like services such as road and sidewalk maintenance and police and fne services. 

Finally, while virtually all operating costs are expected to be home by the developer or through the SDC 
(to the extent any are borne by the Trust), there is no reason to expect a material difference in operating 
costs among the ahernatives (other than the Requested No Action Ahernative). Thus, while operational 
costs would generally be expected to increase with the reactivation of tlic district under any of the 
alternatives other than the Requested No Action Alternative, Alternatives 1 through 4 are not expected to 
have material differences (if any differences) in costs not covered either by the developer or tlirough the 
Tmst'sSDC. 

1.6 DISTRICT- WIDE PLANNING (DP) 

DP-1. Development Plans for the Entire District 

RPN and NAPP stated that the Draft SEIS does not analyze alternatives that encompass district-wide 
planning. "While the PTMP considered the PHSH site as a 42-acre whole, the Draft SEIS, despite some 
allusions to the entirety of the site, is really only a development plan for the 18 acre Lower Plateau, 
featuring more dwelling units than was contemplated under the PTMP." They maintained that by not 
engaging m district-wide planning, the Trust may be reserving its right ("leaving the door open") to 
engage in new constmction on the upper plateau in the future. They viewed the Trust as positioning the 
district for maximum flexibility, and asserted that "we cannot know what the PHSH district will become 
and thus cannot effectively evaluate the alternatives presented." And, "[wjithout a district-wide approach, 
the cumulative impacts of revitalizing the PHSH district are understated and the environmental analysis is 
incomplete." The LSRA and the PHRA concun'ed, offering that, without district-wide planning, the 
cumulative adverse impacts of the entire site on both the adjacent neighborhoods and on park land would 
be underplayed. 

Response DP-1 - The commenters' earlier requests for a district-wide plan were responded to in 
Appendix A, Section A. 1 .5 (District- Wide Plan Alternatives) of the Draft SEIS (page A-5 and elsewhere) 
and are repeated and expanded upon here. 

The cuiTcntly proposed project involves reuse of buildings within the PHSH district and includes 
alternatives that would rchabihtate and reuse buildings on the upper and lower plateaus. In addition, one 
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of the alternatives would remove buildings on the lower plateau and replace them with new construction 
on the upper plateau. (This is not the Preferred Alternative.) The scope of actions for decision under this 
SEIS is the extent and configuration of building development and building-related landscape changes 
within the project site. This SEIS is not being relied upon to make site-specific decisions about all future 
resource management or about open spaces within the entire PHSH district, and the project site has been 
defined to encompass only previously developed areas potentially suitable for buildmg development and 
associated landscapes. 

The process of reviewing smaller projects within the context of a larger development plan ("tiering") is 
expressly contemplated under the NEPA and is a proper method of reviewing impacts over time, from 
various projects, for a large, complex site such as the Presidio. The fact that the PTMP EIS considered 
the 42-acre site as a whole does not mandate that a later, site-specific analysis of proposed development at 
the PHSH consider a larger site than is proposed. The nature of tiering allows the programmatic 
document to review impacts over a large area, and the site-specific document to evaluate a smaller area 
(while still including the necessary analyses of cumulative and indirect impacts). 

The PTMP sets the parameters for development within the PHSH district, and each of the SEIS 
alternatives (except the Requested No Action Alternative) would implement the Plan in a different way. 
Tn alternatives with more than the 210 dwelling units included in PTMP, there would be a commensurate 
reduction in the amount of educational space that the Plan assumed within the PHSH district, and a 
reduction in the number of dwelling units allowed elsewhere in the Presidio (because of a Presidio-wide 
limit on the number of units), hi alternatives with less square footage than the maximum of 400,000 
established by the Plan, there would be "leftover" square footage that could theoretically be used within 
the district at a later date, as suggested by the commcnters. There are two factors that make later use of 
"leftover" square footage in the district highly unlikely. First, the district is small (42 acres total) and the 
majority of the upper plateau is designated to remain as open space due to the presence of endangered 
species and important habitats. Second, the analysis and conclusions contained in this SEIS suggest that 
new construction within previously developed areas (i.e., principally the Battery Caulfield site) would be 
difficult and expensive, due to extensive mitigation measures required to avoid significant environmental 
impacts. 

The cumulative effects of up to 400,000 square feet of occupied space within the PHSH district, 
combined with build-out of all other planning districts in the Presidio, was fully analyzed in the PTMP 
SEIS, and can be understood by reviewing environmental consequences associated with Alternative 1 in 
this SEIS. Any "leftover" square footage within the PHSH district could not readily be relocated to 
another district of the Presidio under the PTMP, because each of the other planning districts also contains 
a maximum amount of square footage. 
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1.7 LAND USE, HOUSING, AND SCHOOLS (LU) 

LTJ-1 . Impact on Other Planning Districts in the Presidio 

At the public hearing held on the Draft SEIS, the president of the NAPP requested that the Trust assess 
the impact of the project on not only the PHSH district, but also on the other planning districts in the 
Presidio. "That may help us to see the trade-offs that you're asking us to make, not only on this project, 
but on other projects. And it will also help . . . groups. . . that tiy to be supportive coalitions to avoid the 
not-in-our-backyard syndrome, so you don't have to face that on a project-by-project basis." 

Response LU-1 - Due to the remoteness of the PHSH district from other developed areas of the Presidio, 
the impact of the project on other planning districts due to the change in activity levels would be minimal. 
As discussed in Section 3.1.2 (Land Use, Housing and Schools), the project's greater emphasis on 
residential use {when compared to the PTMP's educational use) would constrain the Trust from reaching 
the maximum number of dwelling units stated for one or more other districts of the Presidio (so as to stay 
below the overall maximum of 1,654). The smaller number of dwelling units that would be allowed in 
the other districts (ranging from 20 for Alternatives 2 and 3 to 59 for Ahemative 4) would reduce effects 
elsewhere within the Presidio, but this reduction should not be considered significant or adverse, or 
relevant to choosing among the alternatives. 

LU-2. Residential Densities and Surrounding Neighborhoods 

Many individuals and neighborhood organizations said that the scale and density of Alternative 2 are 
completely out of character with the neighborhood and threaten "our quality of life." RPN commented 
that "[a] reduction in size is warranted to preserve the character of the neighborhood" as set forth in the 
Trust's goal of seeking high-quality site planning and design compatible with the NHLD and surrounding 
neighborhoods. Many also proclaimed that even Alternative 3 is out of scale with the neighborhood and 
"barely acceptable," but said that they were "willing to live with if to ensure the success of the Presidio. 
RPN alleged that the Draft SEIS is "rife with attempts to disguise the inappropriate scale of the residential 
alternatives by portraying Alternative 2's population density as virtually identical to the surrounding 
single-family home neighborhood and Alternative 3's density as incrementally lower than the surrounding 
neighborhood." They claimed that this conclusion is "absurd" and can only be reached by spreading the 
population over the entire 18-acre area (much of which is open space and parking areas) and comparing it 
to three-and-a-half square city blocks of housing with no pubHc park space. RPN also noted that the only 
buildmgs in the area with more than 50 units are medical facilities, schools, and religious institutions, 
suggesting that even Alternative 3 is "manifestly out of scale with the neighborhood." 

The CCSF concurred with RPN, suggesting that the comparison of densities of the project alternatives 
and the surrounding area is "very misleading." They asked that the SEIS clarify the areas being compared 
and provide a realistic analysis of the comparative densities in order to allow the public to assess the 
analysis and evaluate the impacts on land use. They also felt that the Draft SEIS statement that the project 
will provide less than one percent of the total housing in the entire Richmond is misleading and 
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"unenlightening." They noted that the housing to be located in a large miilti-stoiy building is very 
dissimilar in character from the surrounding single-family, low-rise residential neighborhood, and that the 
Draft SEIS should reflect tliis difference. 

NAPP questioned the method for analyzing density of the project. "While square footage is one way to 
measure density, the type of resident and how they will use the space is most relevant." NAPP requested 
"data be provided to compare the impact of different types of residents." They also requested traffic data 
based on leasing to Presidio-based employees and on public transit policies such as car-sharing goals, as 
well as explanation of underlying assumptions on use of public transportation, the number of cars per 
dwelling unit, and parking needs. 

Response LU-2 - Infonnation provided in the Draft SEIS regarding the density associated with the EIS 
alternatives compared with the surrounding neighborhood (Figure A- 1 ) was included at the request of 
commenters on the EA. The commenters asserted their beHef that the proposed alternatives were wholly 
out of keeping with the densities in the sun'oundiug neighborhood. On the contrary, the SEIS explains 
that the number of dwelling units proposed on the site (i.e., the residential density) is consistent with the 
number of dwelling units m a comparable area of the surrounding neighborhood. In both cases, the 
comparable area includes the open spaces, streets, and parking areas associated with the dwelling units. 

The SEIS also explains that the PHSH hospital building — which is an existing building - is bigger and 
larger than any other building in the neighborhood (see Section 3.7.2), and thus could be considered "out 
of scale" with the neighborhood. Because the building is already in existence, however, its dissimilarity 
with houses in the surrounding neighborhood should appropriately be viewed as an impact associated 
with the building's constmction (in the 1930s and 1950s), and not with its reuse. All of the alternatives 
assessed in the SEIS would reuse the existing structure in whole or in part. The SEIS also explains that 
access to the PHSH site is constrained, and fully analyzes the amount of traffic that would use 14" and 
1 5^^ Avenues under each alternative. It further describes the expected population within the complex in 
each alternative, and associated impacts. For all these reasons, the SEIS is not "misleading," but offers 
the required information and analysis. The effect of Presidio-based employees and transportation demand 
strategies on the transportation analysis assumptions is discussed later in these responses to comments 
(see Response to Comment TR-11). 

LU-3. PHSH Project as a San Francisco Residential Development 

Many neighborhood organizations and individuals cautioned that maximum build-out of the hospital 
would have permanent ramifications for the neighborhood (and the park). "Once built and leased for 
seventy-five years, the ensuing damage camiot be undone in our lifetimes." PAR urged that the PHSH 
development should be viewed and evaluated as not just an internal Presidio Trust matter, but also as a 
San Francisco residential proposal. SPUR agreed on this point: "[wjhile the Public Health Service 
Hospital site falls under the jurisdiction of the Presidio Trust rather than City jurisdiction, its development 
will have a significant effect on San Francisco." PAR asked that the analysis consider such factors as the 
appropriate scale and size of development in the context of city neighborhoods; the provision of utility. 
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fire and safety public sci-vices; access to amenities; and how the provision of services and amenities 
would affect the existing nearby neighborhoods. Several individuals were veiy candid: "gigantic projects 
affect streets, neighborhoods, and even entire cities." And: "[y]our gigantic project will not only disturb 
the Yin-and-Yang of our neighborhood, it is bad Feng Shui." And: "[d]o you wish to be a good neighbor 
or not?" And: "[h]ow is it that we'll be better off with the project than without?" 

SPUR acknowledged concems from neighboring residents regarding traffic and congestion and 
recognized the importance of proactively addressing these concems. However, in noting that the PHSH 
district represents one of the most significant opportunities to meet housing goals for the entire Presidio 
area, the civic organization "strongly supported" the intensity of use outlined in Alternative 2 because it is 
"consistent with the PTMP, which was adopted after extensive corrununity review and environmental 
evaluation." SPUR found the PHSH project to have "significant potential to rehabilitate a profoundly 
blighted site within the Presidio, to provide much-needed housing for both Presidio employees and San 
Francisco residents, and to help the Presidio meet its obhgations as a historic National Park and a self- 
supporting economic enterprise." 

Response LU-3 - Both the PTMP EIS and the SEIS note that most of the buildings within the PHSH 
district are vacant and in need of rehabilitation. The SEIS concludes that the introduction of new uses and 
activities at the project site would constitute a change that would be noticeable to nearby neighbors. 
Neighbors could be affected by increased activity at the site and by additional noise and traffic in the 
vicinity. Changes related to land use, housing and schools, transportation, air quality, noise, and utilities 
and services are described in Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the 
SEIS, and quantified where feasible. The analysis demonstrates that although many of the changes would 
be noticeable, all would fall well within levels evaluated in the PTMP ETS when the PTMP was adopted. 
Also, no change would be so great as to cause significant adverse impacts on the Presidio, the 
suiTounding neighborhoods, or other environmental conditions with the mitigation measures previously 
adopted in PTMP and additional mitigations identified in the SEIS. 

The Trust will develop a construction traffic management plan to specify routes, times of operation, and 
other factors to mitigate construction impacts on neighbors both inside and outside of the park. Following 
occupancy of the buildings, vehicular traffic not destined for the PHSH district would be discouraged 
from passing through the area, and traffic -calming techniques to slow traffic through the district would be 
instituted. The parking supply provided would be adequate to accommodate on-site parking demand and 
discourage parking in the adjacent neighborhood, but the limited suiplus would encourage transit use and 
other non-automobile modes of travel. During demolition and construction, contractors and other 
equipment operators would be required to comply with the terms of provisions equivalent to the standards 
in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. 

Planning guidelines developed for the district address issues of site planning, public access, landscape, 
transportation, building location, massing and scale, and architectural design. The guidelines 
acknowledge the strong visual and physical links to the city and provide measures, including setbacks, 
building height limitations, and vegetative buffers, to minimize impacts on neighbors outside the Presidio 

gates. 
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The project provides for adequate buffers, visual screening, and public access to limit the impact of new 
development on the neighborhood. A network of public open spaces and strong pedestrian and bicycle 
connections would be created to enhance public enjoyment of the site and to liulc the district to adjacent 
neighborhoods. Scenic and historic views into and out of the district would be preserved and enhanced. 
Tree stands would be planted to create screening, and small-scale elements would be used to create a 
residential setting. Finally, points of interest and interpretive opportunities that may include wayside 
displays, walking tours, and exhibits related to the ecology and history of the site would be developed. 

These and other factors suggest that the reactivation of the PHSH district under Alternatives 1 through 4 
after many years of vacancy would benefit San Francisco's neighborhoods, whether the project is 
considered in isolation or in combination with other changes planned for the Presidio or sunoiinding 

areas. 

LU-4. Jobs-Housing Balance 

RPN and several individuals stated that the Draft SETS does not address in any meaningful way the 
Trust's objective to further a jobs-housing balance at the Presidio and to provide housing for Presidio- 
based employees as a way to limit energy consumption and auto trips in and out of the park. They 
submitted that the Trust should mandate that half of all rental units be reserved for Presidio-based 
employees and incentives should be given to those employees to utilize housing at the PHSPL They also 
asked the Trust to require the developer to actively market these rental units to park employees. "[UJnless 
these requirements are written into contracts with the private development team and its apartment 
managers, this objective will not be realized." 

The SieiTa Club also reiterated that preference for housing in the Presidio should be given to Presidio- 
based employees, and that the SETS should provide information on how many of the Pff SH dwelling units 
are expected to be rented to park-based employees, "The number of occupants at PHS that are expected to 
be working in the Presidio is directly related to the projections of traffic in and out of PHSH Lake Street 
entries and related community impacts." They also urged the Tmst to initiate the program contemplated 
in the PTMP to reconfigure non-historic dwelling units to increase the supply of smaller units. "This will 
move the Trust towards achieving a higher proportion of park based workers living in the park and avoid 
the possible future need for new construction." 

Response HJ-4 - The Trust appreciates the advice and comments regarding ways to achieve a higher 
ratio of Presidio-based employees in the PHSH project and in Presidio housing in general. It is the 
Trust's policy (PTMP, page 42) to provide housing preference to ftih-time Presidio-based employees as a 
way to accommodate employee housing demand and reduce automobile traffic in and out of the park. 
Tills preference will be memorialized in the Tmst's agreement with the PHSH developer to the extent 
feasible under laws governing fair housing. The project's comphance with the PTMP's PBE policy is a 
reasonable approach that would contribute to achieving a jobs/liousing balance as envisioned under the 
PTMP. For more general information on housing and projections of demand associated with Presidio- 
based employees, refer to the PTMP Final SETS, Volume 11, Section 4.18. 
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LU-5. Senior Housing 

RPN and many individuals offered that a means of ensuring neighborliood compatibility is to require that 
all or a significant portion of the residential tenants be seniors. They said that the PTMP identified senior 
housing as a preferred use for the hospital building, and that this is "not surprising given that senior Hving 
is most compatible with the national park setting." They pointed out that senior housing would help to 
minimize traffic, noise, and light and would best protect the adjacent natural resources. It appeared to one 
individual that exclusively senior housing would be "excessive" but a portion should be considered 
suitable for senior hving. 

Response LU-5 - The Trust appreciates this statement of preference and has included senior housing in 
the range of aUematives being considered. See Section 2.9, Other Alternatives, as wcU as the analysis of 
environmental consequences associated with Alternative 4, the Battery Caulfield Ahemative. 

LU-6. Affordable Housing 

One individual mentioned that the project should include "low, low low and moderate cost [housing] and 
this should be a part of senior units and employee housing units." Another individual at the public 
hearing on the Draft SEIS suggested that the project "have at least the 20 percent that the city requires." 
SPUR found the affordable housing component "impressive" given that it is not a requirement of the 
Presidio and the 20-perccnt level exceeds the City's affordable housing requirements for a comparable 
project. 

Response LU-6 - The Trust supports the availability of affordable housing in Area B of the Presidio 
thi'ough the Tmst's PrcfciTcd Rental Program. Under this program, which applies to nearly 20 percent of 
the Trust's housing stock, full-time Presidio-based employees with household incomes equal to or less 
than the area median (adjusted for household size) pay 30 percent of combined household income for rent 
and utilities. The Trust will not require an affordable housing component for this project. An overview 
of the Trust's existing residential programs is provided in the response to Comment HO-5 (Housing 
Affordability) beginning on page 4-179 of Volume II (Response to Comments) of the PTMP Final EIS. 

LU-7. Contribution to San Francisco Schools 

The CCSF asked how the amount being contributed to the San Francisco Unified School District 
(SFUSD) under the federal School Impact Aid Program compares to the amounts a private developer 
would be required to contribute to the SFUSD. They suggested that this information would help the 
reader assess the adequacy of the contribution to San Francisco schools and determine whether additional, 
unmitigated burdens are being placed on the school district. They also asked that the SEIS define and 
enumerate what actions the Presidio Trust has already taken to "collaborate" with SFUSD in order to give 
better definition to the mitigation measure. 

Response LU-7 - Under AB 2926, the SFUSD collects a one-time fee of $2.24 per square foot when 
building permits for new residential construction are issued within the CCSF. Developer fee revenues are 
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used, in conjunction with other district funds, to support efforts to complete capital improvement projects. 
This compares lo roughly $246.36 received amiually by the SFUSD through the School Impact Aid 
Program for each Presidio student attending SFUSD schools. In Fiscal Year 2000 (the latest year figures 
are available), 107 Presidio students were enrolled in SFUSD schools. The SFUSD uses School Impact 
Aid Program funds in whatever mamier they choose, including current expenditures, in accordance with 
local and State requirements. The Trust coordinates with the SFUSD on an ongoing basis, including 
(most recently) working closely with and providing fmancial support to the SFUSD to ensure that its 
Presidio Child Development Center remains open within the Presidio. 

LU-8. Long-Term Use of Battery Caulfield 

The Golden Gate Audubon Society felt that Battery Caulfield should be restored as a central dune scrub 
area in order to facilitate a greater contiguous quail habitat. Several individuals felt that use of Battery 
Caulfield as a corporation yard is an incompatible use and should cease as soon as possible. 

Response LU-8 - The Trust appreciates Golden Gate Audubon's statement of preference as well as its 
support in restoring quail habitat near the PHSH site. The Tiaist will notify the Audubon Society of any 
future planning related to Battery Caulfield, although none is anticipated until after adoption of a PHSH 
alternative based on this Final SEIS. 

1.8 TRANSPORTATION (TR) 

TR-1. Blocking the 14"' & if' Avenue Gates 

The CCSF noted that the Board of Supervisors recently introduced legislation to temporarily close 15 
Avenue, asserted that the SEIS must anticipate that 14''' and IS"" Avenues may not be available for access 
to the project site, and suggested the SEIS provide a traffic analysis that considers closures of the 14^ and 
15"^'' Avenue Gates. Caltrans also inquired about the impacts on traffic operations in the area if the CCSF 
were to block the 14*'' and 15' Avenue Gates. Many residents of the surrounding neighborhood 
individually expressed a desire to close the gates. One individual acknowledged that residents in the 
neighborhoods suiTounding other Presidio gates are upset by the prospect of the additional traffic that 
would be created if the city were to block the 14* and 15'^ Avenue Gates, and suggested that these 
concerns as well as those of the Lake Street neighborhood could be resolved if the project were 
downsized. A Presidio resident expressed concern about the effect of closing the gates on Presidio 
residents' access to housing in the West Washington neighborhood, and suggested that if compromising 
on the size of the project would result in the city not pursuing closure of the gates, the Tnist should 
consider such a compromise. 

SPUR and the West Presidio Neighborhood Association expressed opposition to closure of the gates. 
SPUR suggested that the success of the project depends on a "high level of connectedness" between the 
site and the adjacent residential neighborhoods, and asserted under no circumstances should any new 
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barriers to access (pedestrian or vehicular) be created. SPUR suggested that instead new opportunities for 
interface through pedestrian and bicycle paths and public transit should be pursued and traffic calming 
measures should be used to slow traffic passing thi-ough the 14'^ and 1 5^^' Avenue Gates. Some 
individuals agreed with the Trust's assertion that closure of the gates would likely cause friction with 
neighbors of other entrances, and that instead neighbors and the Tnist should be "deepening and 
strengthening our relationships." The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition expressed a desire to retain 
pedestrian and bicycle access through the 14^'' and 15'^ Avenue Gates as this access is part of an important 
city wide and regional bicycle route. 

Response TR-1 - The resolution introduced by the Board of Supervisors in October 2004 is currently 
inactive and pending call of the Chair of the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors. In 
response to comments on the PHSH EA, the Trust analyzed the traffic conditions that would result from 
closure of the 14"' and 15"' Avenue Gates. A summary of the resuUs is included in responses to comments 
in the Draft SEIS (Appendix A). 

The Trust agrees with SPUR's position that closure of the 14* and IS"" Avenue Gates would impede the 
eomiectivity of the PHSH district and the surrounding residential neighborhood. The Trust believes that 
keeping the gates open is critical to providing public access to a national park, and agi'ces with SPUR's 
assertion that maintaining this connectivity also breeds a sense of shared community at the local level. 
The Tmst will make eveiy effort to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access thiough the 1 4' and 1 5* 
Avenue Gates in order to provide the network described in the Presidio Trails and Bikeways Master Plan. 
However if the city takes measures to block access to the gates, it would be the city's responsibility to 
ensure that pedestrian and bicyclist access is maintained at these gates. In addition to reducing the 
number of dwelling units and thereby the forecasted traffic generated in Alternative 2, the Trust's 
Preferred Alternative, the Trust will provide transportation demand management strategies, transit links to 
other parts of the Presidio, and traffic calming measures at the project site in order to address the traffic- 
related concerns of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

TR-2. Alternatives to Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant 

The GGBHTD indicated that the Draft SEIS does not clearly indicate how traffic on Park Presidio 
Boulevard will reach the PHSH district, and asked if southbound right turns and northbound left turns 
would be permitted from Park Presidio Boulevard at the variant intersection. The GGBHTD also 
questioned whether the level of service analysis for the variant intersection accurately analyzes the lane 
drop uTimediately north of the intersection, and requested that an explanation be provided for the 
relatively good level of service at the variant intersection compared to the levels of service at the 
intersections of Park Presidio Boulevard/Lake Street and Park Presidio Boulevard/California Street. One 
individual asked how the new intersection would help new residents wishing to go north on Park Presidio 
Boulevard. 

One individual suggested building on- and off-ramps connecting Park Presidio Boulevard with West 
Pacific Avenue/Park Boulevard to provide access to the PHSH district. Another individual suggested that 
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the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant should simply be comprised of a southbound "on-ramp" from 
the PHSH district to southbound Park Presidio Boulevard as a less expensive and less complicated 
alternative to a new signalized intersection (necessary City approval notwithstanding). The same 
individual also suggested that if 14' and 15" Avenues were to operate as a couplet, 16"' Avenue could be 
considered for two-way access to the PHSH district in order to relieve the impact on residents on 14' and 
15^^ Avenues. Another individual suggested that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant provide a 
northbound left-turn lane so that the 14"' and 1 5"" Avenue Gates could be closed, and suggested that the 
design cuiTcntly proposed will create more congestion at California Street/Funston Avenue and Lake 
Street/Fun ston Avenue given the prohibition of left turns from Park Presidio Boulevard. 

Response TR-2 - The Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant is described in Section 2.8 of the Final 
SEIS. The variant would allow traffic to enter the PHSH district from southbound Park Presidio 
Boulevard and would allow traffic exiting the district to turn left onto northbound Park Presidio 
Boulevard or turn right onto southbound Park Presidio Boulevard. The only turning movement that 
would not be permitted is the northbound left turn into the PHSH district from Park Presidio Boulevard. 
Providing this turning movement without significantly affecting traffic fiow on Park Presidio Boulevard 
would require widening the highway to add an exclusive left-turn lane. Because widening on the east side 
would intrude on the Mountain Lake wetland and widening on the west would cause a significant effect 
on the contributing features to the National Historic Landmark District, widening to provide the left-turn 
lane would be extremely difficult if not infeasiblc. 

The lane drop from three lanes to two lanes immediately north of the variant intersection would operate 
much like the existing lane drop immediately north of tlie intersection of Lake Street/Park Presidio 
Boulevard. The variant intersection would primarily differ from the Lake Street/Park Presidio Boulevard 
intersection in its prohibition of pedestrian movements across Park Presidio Boulevard. Because 
pedestrians would not be allowed to cross Park Presidio Boulevard at the variant intersection, less green 
time would be needed for the eastbound approach, and consequently more green time could be provided 
to the north-south traffic movements, thereby more closely matching the ideal signal timing for the ratio 
of traffic on each approach. Additionally, because the eastbound left-turn movement is expected to cari'y 
less traffic than the eastbound right turn movement, the traffic on the northbound approach would be 
provided even more green time than the southbound approach, and therefore would incur very little delay. 

The concept of ramp(s) connecting Park Presidio Boulevard with West Pacific Avenue was considered. 
The ramp(s) would have a similar number if not more design exception requirements than the variant 
intersection, and the grade differences between the two roadways would make it practically infeasible to 
provide ramps for all desired traffic movements. The concept of a ramp from the PHSH district to 
southbound Park Presidio Boulevard was also considered in various forms, but such a ramp would require 
a similar number of design exceptions as a signalized intersection, and would require the use of property 
west of Park Presidio Boulevard and east of 14" Avenue that is currently under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Section 4.113 of the San Francisco City Charter states that 
structures shall not be built on San Francisco Recreation and Park property for non-recreational purposes 
without approval from San Francisco voters. This access alternative was dismissed for this reason. 
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Similarly, creating access to the PHSH district via 16^ Avenue would involve substantial capital 
investment and is not wairanted, as the existing gates at 14"' and 15''' Avenues provide adequate access to 
the project site. 

TR-3. Effects of Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant on Highway J Traffic Operations 

Caltrans, the CCSF, and the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition expressed a number of concerns about the 
Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant. Specifically, Caltrans expressed concern that: 

• The type of control for the southbound right-turn movement or the configuration of roadways 
within the PHSH district may result in a queue that extends onto southbound Highway 1, and 
thereby negatively affect the operation of Highway 1. 

• There may not be adequate stopping sight distance for southbound traffic approaching the Park 
Presidio Boulevard Access Variant intersection. 



• 



Northbound vehicles on Highway 1 may not be able to climb the grade approaching the 
MacArthur Tunnel given that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant would reduce the level 
section north of the last intersection. 

• The proposed new signahzed intersection would create additional delay for vehicles on Highway 
1 "for which there is no apparent mitigating operational benefit." Caltrans requested that the 
operational benefits be discussed. 

• The SEIS precludes other alternative configurations for the Park Presidio Boulevard Access 
Variant intersection. Caltrans believes that the SEIS should not assume that direct access to the 
project site from Park Presidio Boulevard will be approved nor should the SEIS predetermine the 
configuration of this intersection. Caltrans further stated that if it is determined that an 
intersection on Highway 1 providing direct access to the PHSH district is allowable, an 
unsignalized "right turn in/right turn out only" intersection would result in the least operational 
impact on Highway 1 traffic, assuming that Caltrans design standards could be met or exceptions 
to these standards are granted from Caltrans Headquarters. 

The CCSF requested that the SEIS specifically address traffic safety issues associated with the Park 
Presidio Boulevard Access Variant, including any increased risk of rear-end collisions or red-light 
running given the configuration of Park Presidio Boulevard at this location. The San Francisco Bicycle 
Coahtion suggested that the safety of cyclists and pedestrians on the multi-use trail (Park Boulevard) 
within the PHSH district should be considered in the design of the Park Presidio Boulevard Access 
Variant. 

Response TR-3 - The Trust submitted initial documentation to Caltrans for a trafi'ic signal waiTants 
analysis, traffic accident analysis, and exceptions to advisoiy and mandatory design standards in 
November 2004. Many of the issues raised by Caltrans are discussed and evaluated in these documents. 
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The traffic volumes associated with Aheraative 2 {the Trust's Preferred Ahemative) have been modified 
due to the reduction in number of dwelling units in Alternative 2 since release of the Draft SEIS and the 
changes in traffic assignment to the roadway network based on the inclusion of more restrictive traffic 
cahning measures on Battery Caulfield Road. The reduction in traffic generated by Ahemative 2 and the 
associated failure to meet any of the three Caltrans warrants for planned intersections (see Response 
AL-5) suggest that the likelihood of Caltrans approving the intersection is greatly diminished. 

The circulation network within the PUSH district as shown in the materials submitted to Caltrans in 
November 2004 provides approximately 85 meters of vehicle storage length between the intersection on 
Park Presidio Boulevard and the adjacent intersection in the PHSH district for the right-turn movement 
from southbound Highway I into the PHSH site. This length would accommodate about 1 1 queued 
vehicles, and is expected to adequately accommodate the expected peak hour volumes for this movement 
(43 vehicles per hour in the AM peak hour and 48 vehicles per hour in the PM peak hour with Alternative 
2). The local streets serving the eastern portion of the PHSH district would carry low traffic volumes, 
which would allow this intersection to operate efficiently with either all-way stop control or two-way stop 
control. 

The Fact Sheet for Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards submitted to Caltrans in November 2004 
identified the inability to meet the Caltrans standard for stopping sight distance for the southbound lane 
nearest the center median on Park Presidio Boulevard. The inability to meet the Caltrans standard for 
stopping sight distance for the No. 1 (median) southbound lane could affect the probability of rear-end 
collisions or other types of accidents for which stopping sight distance is a factor. 

The analysis assumes that the traffic signal at the new intersection would be coordinated with the traffic 
signal at the Park Presidio Boulevard/Lake Street intersection to provide efficient signal progression. The 
assumed offset between the green phase for the northbound direction is such that veiy little northbound 
traffic (including tnicks) would need to stop at the variant intersection. 

The proposed signal timing offset would allow for efficient signal progression, which would mhiimize 
delay for northbound and southbound traffic at the variant intersection. The average delay incurred at the 
new intersection by through traffic on Park Presidio Boulevard would be 8.3 seconds or less in the AM 
peak houi- and 1 5.6 seconds or less in the PM peak hour. Although the additional traffic facilitated by the 
signal would create some additional delay for vehicles on northbound and southbound Highway 1, the 
intersection could potentially improve pedestrian and bicycle safety at the intersection of Park Presidio 
Boulevard/Lake Street by creating a transition between highway conditions and city street conditions. 

The conceptual design of the variant intersection considers the multi-use trail on Park Boulevard. Should 
the variant intersection be approved and implemented, the design will provide for a safe crossing and will 
not cause any safety concerns for cyclists or pedestrians on this multi-use trail or other parts of the PHSH 

district. 
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TR-4. Effect of Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant on Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

Caltrans disagreed with the Draft SElS's assertion that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant would 
improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, and would like to review the data or infonnation on which this 
conclusion is based. Caltrans also asked whether pedestrians and bicyclists would be able to enter the 
PHSH district via 14'^ and 15"' Avenue Gates. 

Response TR-4 - The Tmst will make every effort to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access through the 
14''^ and 15^' Avenue Gates by providing the network described in tlie Presidio Trails and Bikeways 
Master Plan. However, if the CCSF takes measures to block access to the gates, it would be the CCSF's 
responsibility to ensure that pedestrian and bicycle access is maintained at these gates. The Trust beheves 
that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant would improve safely for pedestrians and cyclists on 
Lake Street as the new intersection would act as a transition point between highway conditions and city 
street network conditions. However, the Trust has no scientific data to support this conclusion. The Final 
SEIS has been revised accordingly. 



TR-5. Encroachment Permit 

Caltrans noted that any project-related work within the State's right-of-way will require an encroachment 
permit and provided instructions on how to apply for such a permit. 

Response TR-5 - The Trust is aware that an encroachment permit would be required for project-related 
work within Caltrans right-of-way, and will apply for the permit should the Park Presidio Boulevard 
Access Variant be implemented. 

TR-6. Requested No Action Alternative Trip Generation Rates 

RPN suggested that the Requested No Action Alternative as presented is an inadequate benchmark 
against which to compare the effects of Alternatives 1 through 4. RPN suggested that the trip generation 
rates for the Requested No Action Alternative do not reflect cuirent or recent conditions and result in 
travel demand projections that are "patently false and misleading." RPN's traffic consultant noted that 
the trip generation projection for the Requested No Action Alternative is very similar to the projection for 
Alternative 2, and suggested that the Trust dchbcrately selected a no action alternative that would yield 
such an analysis. 

RPN's traffic consultant also compared trip generation projections for the Requested No Action 
Alternative and Alternative 2 to traffic counts tlirough the \5^^ Avenue Gate in 2000, and noted that the 
Requested No Action Alternative would generate approximately twice and three times the volume of 
traffic counted at the 15"' Avenue Gate in 2000 in the AM peak hour and PM peak hour, respectively. 

Response TR-6 - The trip generation rates used for the Requested No Action Alternative were intended 
to represent the travel patterns of the cuiTcnt tenants (Lone Mountain Children's Center and Arion Press) 
and former recent tenant, the Jewish Community Center (JCC). The pick-up and drop-off activity 
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associated with the Lone Mountain Children's Center and the JCC by definition result in relatively high 
trip generation rates. The person trip generation rate used in the Draft SEIS analysis is 67 person trips per 
thousand square feet of exterior building area, which is roughly equivalent to the rate used by the CCSF 
Planning Department (67 trips per thousand gross square feet of space). 

Tmst staff counted turning movements into and out of the eastern portion of the PHSH district in the AM 
peak hour and PM peak hour when it was occupied by Lone Mountain Children's Center, Arion Press, 
and the JCC (September 25, 2001). The count data indicate that 103 vehicles entered and 71 vehicles 
exited the eastern portion of the project site during the AM peak hour, hi addition, Tmst staff obsei-ved 
approximately 1 7 cars parking in the lot immediately west of 15'^ Avenue and their drivers walking to the 
eastern portion of the site. Therefore, a total of 191 one-way AM peak hour vehicle trips were generated 
by these uses. Based on the trip generation rate, mode split, and auto occupancy assumptions made in the 
Draft SEIS, these tenants would generate 224 one-way vehicle trips in the AM peak hour, which is 
approximately 17 percent more than the trip generation observed while the JCC occupied the project site. 
Based on the findings described above, the daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour rates for the 
preschool use were reduced by 1 5 percent to 57 daily person trips per thousand gi'oss square feet, 9.1 AM 
peak hour person trips per thousand gross square feet, and 10.3 PM peak hour person trips per thousand 
gross square feet (see Appendix B) to more closely reflect the actual traffic counts representative of the 
Requested No Action Alternative. The change also more closely reflects the CCSF Planning Department 
rate, since the 15 percent reduction approximates the difference between exterior building area and 
interior space. This change to the trip generation rate for day care/preschool uses was also made for the 
other four alternatives. 

It should be noted that the JCC's lease resti'icted the number of vehicles traveling to and from the JCC 
that could travel through the 15^^' Avenue Gate. For this reason, approximately 57 percent (109 vehicles) 
of the traffic traveling to and from the eastern portion of the project site during JCC occupancy traveled 
through the 15"^ Avenue Gate and the remaining 43 percent (82 vehicles) traveled on Wedemeyer Street 
and Battciy Caulfield Road to use other gates. The traffic assignment assumed for the analysis of PFISH 
alternatives in the Draft SEIS did not reflect this pattern. For this reason, the traffic observed traveling 
through the 15"" Avenue Gate while the JCC occupied part of the PHSH district does not correlate directly 
to the vehicle trips expected to be generated by the occupants at the time. The traffic assignment 
assumptions for all PHSH alternatives have been revisited and refmed in the Final SEIS to reflect the 
addition of more restrictive traffic calming measures at the project site and on Batteiy Caulfield Road (see 
Responses to Comments TR-15 through TR-17). 

TR-7. City Guidelines 

RPN asserted that, because the transportation analysis did not use Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines (City Guidelines) (CCSF 2002b) as a source for trip generation rates for all land uses is not the 
"credible worst case" impact analysis "frequently required in enviromncntal impact evaluations," and 
underestimates significant traffic impacts, rendering the Draft SEIS inadequate. RPN's traffic consultant 
determined that if trip generation rates from the City Guidelines had been used, Alternative 2 would have 
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been shown to result in 24 percent more vehicle trips in the PM peak hour than estimated in the Draft 

SETS. i 

Response TR-7 - As stated in the response to a similar comment made on the PHSH EA, the traffic 
analysis in the EA, Draft SEIS, and Final SEIS uses the City Guidelines as one among several sources for 
travel demand characteristics of the PHSH district. The travel demand characteristics provided in the City 
Guidelines do not accurately reflect the Presidio's environment in all cases, nor do the City Guidelines 
include trip generation rates for the AM peak hour. For these reasons, information from other available 
standard data sources accepted and commonly used by traffic analysis professionals, such as the State of 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), as 
well as the City of San Diego, were also considered (see Table 4). 

The trip generation rates chosen for the PHSH traffic analysis are in fact very similar to the trip 
generation rates provided in the City Guidelines, with the only material difference being the PM peak 
hour trip generation rate for residential uses. The daily trip generation rate for a dwelling unit in the SEIS 
analysis is the same as that provided in the City Guidelines for a two-bcdi'oom dwelling unit, but rather 
than assuming that 1 7.3 percent of the daily trips to and from a dwelling unit would occur in the PM peak 
hour, the PHSH transportation analysis assumes a smaller percentage of trips (10.5 percent) would occur 
in the PM peak hour. The results of using these rates arc that daily trips associated with all dwelling units 
arc the same as would be projected using the City Guidelines, but the percentage occurring within the 
afternoon msh hour is about 6.8 percent less. The lesser percentage and the results achieved tln-ough its 
application are considered more reasonable by the Trust's transportation professionals and consuhants 
because they are consistent with the ratio of PM peak hour trip generation rates to daily trip generation 
rates for residential uses from all other sources considered (see Table 4 below for sample data). The 2001 
National Household Travel Survey was also consulted; the survey results indicate that 7.9 percent of 
household trips occur between 5:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 

Table 4. Trip Generation Data 

PM Peak Hour 
Weekday Number of Weekday PM Peak Number Of Percentage Of Daily 
Trips /Unit Studies Hour Trips /Unit Studies Trips 

Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (Sixth Edition) 

Single-Family Detached Housing 9.57 348 1.01 294 10.6% 

Aparlment 6.63 80 0.^ 78 9.4% 

Low-Rise Apartment 6.59 22 0.5S 26 8.8% 

High-Rise Apartment 4.20 9 0.35 17 8.3% 



*■ The Final SEIS transportation analysis conservatively assumes a daily trip generation rate of 1 person trips per unit for all 
dwelling units, regardless of the number of bedrooms. 
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Table 4. Trip Generation Data 



The City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual 

Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 
Under 20 dwelling units per acre 
Over 20 dwelling units per acre 
Single-Family Detached Unit 
Urbanized Area 
Urbanizing Area 



8.00 
6.00 

9.00 
10.00 



NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 



0.80 
0.54 

0.90 
1.00 



KA 
HA 

NA 

NA 



PM Peak Hour 





Weekday 


Number OF 


Weekday PM Peak 


Number Of 


^'ercentageO 




Trips/ Unit 


Studies 


Hour Trips/Unit 


Studies 


Trips 


Residential 












Condominium/Townhouse 


5.86 


53 


0.54 


57 


9.2% 


High-Rise Residential 












Condominium/Townhouse 


4.18 


4 


0.38 


5 


9.1% 


Mobile Home Park 


481 


37 


0.56 


24 


11.6% 



10.0% 
9.0% 

10.0% 
10.0% 



Source: Insdtute of Transportation Engineers ! 997; City of San Diego 1 998. 

Note: 

NA = not applicable 

TR-8. Neighborhood Quality of Life and Residential Level of Service (RLOS) Criteria 

Several individuals expressed concern about the project's generation of additional traffic and the effect on 
neighborhood streets near the PHSH district, and felt that the additional traffic generated by the project 
would worsen congestion and further compromise safety in the neighborhood. Many of these individuals 
asserted that introducing fewer cars is the only way to mitigate the traffic impacts on the adjacent 
neighborhood, and many expressed a preference for Alternative 3 for this reason. One individual 
speculated that using traffic calming measures to slow traffic where the existing speed limit is already 
25 miles per hour would not adequately address neighborhood residents' concerns, and suggested that a 
smaller project was the best solution. 

One individual, however, suggested that immediate neighbors of the PHSH district "also have contributed 
to the overall increase [m traffic], as most of the households currently own and operate more vehicles than 
when the homes were first constructed. New development should attempt to minimize increased noise, 
and traffic, and with that increased air pollution, but the project should not be held hostage by one class of 
interested parties." 
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RPN suggested that the level of service (LOS) criteria typically used to evaluate traffic impacts on the 
operation of key intersections is not appropriate for residential streets, and suggested "quality of life" 
criteria are more appropriate for assessing impacts to neighborhood residential streets. As an alternative, 
RPN suggested that the residential level of service (RLOS) concept be used because it considers how 
traffic affects a resident's ability to walk across a street, ride a bicycle, or back out of driveways. 

Response TR-8 - The Draft SEIS appropriately assesses potential impacts on traffic congestion and 
delay, as well as Presidio gate volumes, transit sei-vices, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The residential level 
of service standards suggested by the commenter are not necessary or appropriate for assessment of the 
project's impact on San Francisco streets, and are not a generally accepted standard among transportation 
and traffic analysis professionals either in the Bay Area or nationwide. The RLOS concept has not been 
deemed appropriate by the CCSF Planning Department for adoption as part of their Guidelines for 
Environmental Review. At the Presidio and in San Francisco, impacts on bicycUsts, pedestrians, and 
"quality of life" are generally discussed qualitatively, and impacts on traffic are quantified using widely 
applied and accepted methodologies. 

TR-9. Parking Demand Analysis 

RPN suggested that the parking demand analysis is incomplete and may have underestimated evening and 
weekend parking demand because it does not explicitly include short-term demand associated with 
visitors of residential tenants or national park visitors who may wish to use trails from the PHSH district. 
RPN also asserted that the project's impacts to on-street parking conditions in the neighborhood have not 
been evaluated, stating "there is no doubt that the project alternatives will have an impact on 
neighborhood parking regardless if there is an existing shortfall and such impacts must be evaluated." 
One individual suggested that some parking should be included m the buildmg and that parking should be 
retained at the ti'ailhead for hikers and bicyclists. 

Response TR-9 - The parking demand analysis does account for demand created by people visiting 
residential tenants. Although not explicitly separated from the parking demand of residents, a portion of 
the parking demand rate for dwelling units is attributable to visitors. The parking demand estimates 
included in the SEIS do not include estimates for recreational visitors (i.e., trailhead parking). However, 
the alternatives do provide a modest surplus of parking on the lower plateau, ranging from 12 spaces with 
Alternative 3 to 135 spaces with the Requested No Action Alternative. The surplus of parking spaces on 
the lower plateau would provide parking spaces for use by recreational visitors. 

The parking analysis indicates that the parkmg supply in the PHSH district is estimated to exceed the 
parking demand for each PHSH alternative. Since none of the alternatives would result in a parking 
shortfall and all parking spaces for the project would be more convenient than spaces in the adjacent 
neighborhood, parking demand from the site would not be expected to "spill over" into the adjacent 
neighborhood. Observations of the vehicles parked in the lot in the PHSH district immediately inside the 
15*'^ Avenue Gate indicate that many of the vehicles parked in the lot have "N" zone residential parking 
permits and belong to residents in the adjacent neighborhood. These vehicles would lilcely be displaced 
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to another location in the neighborhood; such displacement is not an impact of the project, however, but 
the effect of inadequate parking supply in the adjacent neighborhood. The Trust's private development 
partner, if selected, has agreed to help residents of the adjacent neighborhood increase the "N" residential 
parking peimit zone as needed to ensure that parking spaces in the adjacent neighborhood are retained for 
neighborhood residents and their visitors. 

TR-10. Transit Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The GGBUTD requested that the Final SEIS indicate the assumed geographical distribution for work trips 
by PHSH district residents, and suggested that this information would validate the forecasted transit trips 
on Golden Gate Transit (GGT) routes. The GGBHTD noted that although GGT Route 10 directly serves 
the PHSH site as described in the Draft SEIS, the stop is approximately 900 feet from Building 1801; 
therefore, rather than using Route 10, North Bay passengers would more likely transfer between 
PresidiGo and one of the 19 GGT routes that stop at the Golden Gate Bridge Toll Plaza. 

Response TR-10 - As requested, the Final SEIS provides the geographic distribution of trips to and from 
the PHSH district (see Table 11). As noted in the SEIS, the geographic distribution is based on data 
gathered as part of the PTMP SEIS transportation analysis, which in turn was based on a survey of 
Presidio employees, the San Francisco Planning Department's Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
results from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model. The Trust agrees 
with the commenter's assertion that North Bay passengers traveling to the PHSH district (i.e., southbound 
passengers) would likely transfer to the PresidiGo shuttle, since PresidiGo is generally tnore frequent than 
GGT Route 10. In the northbound direction, however, most passengers would likely choose to ride Route 
10 to the toll plaza because of the current one-way nature of PresidiGo service, particularly in the 
morning commute when the frequency of GGT Route 10 is comparable to that of PresidiGo. Although 
the GGT routes used by transit passengers traveling to and from the PHSH district may vaiy, the analysis 
assumption that all North Bay transit passengers would use GGT Route 10 is believed to provide the most 
conservative evaluation of impacts. The analysis assumes that about 10 percent of transit passengers 
would be traveling between the PHSH district and the North Bay, and this is consistent with the current 
geographic distribution of Presidio residents and employees. Cun'ently, only about five percent of 
Presidio residents work in the North Bay. The latest Presidio employee suivey suggests that 
approximately 10 percent of Presidio Trust employees currently live in the North Bay.^ 

TR-11. Impact of Transportation Policies^ Including Live-Worii Model 

NAPP requested that the Final SEIS consider the traffic effects of different types of residents and 
different types of dwelling units as well as the implementation of the live/work model in the PHSH 
district. NAPP asked to see how the traffic data would differ if the Trust gave preference and/or 
incentives to Presidio-based employees, perhaps even incorporating into the lease a fixed percentage of 



^ The 2005 employee survey does not include employees of the Lctterman Digital Arts (LDA) project. LDA was beginning to 
slowly move employees to the Presidio campus at the time the survey was conducted. 
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residents who would be Presidio-bascd employees, and/or if car-sharing goals were built into the project. 
NAPP also requested additional infomiation about the underlying assumptions for the projected transit 
use, as well as traffic generation and parking demand per dwelling unit. NAPP also found the Draft SEIS 
difficult to navigate and suggested that data related to density be presented in a more user-friendly fonnat. 

The Sierra Club and one individual inquired about the assumptions regarding employment location for 
PHSH district residents that were used in the traffic analysis, and suggested that traffic projections should 
be adjusted to reflect preference for Presidio-based employees, consistent with Trust policy. The PHRA 
also inquired about the effect of the Presidio's live/work model on traffic conditions. One individual 
disagreed with the suggestion to factor the jobs/housing balance into the traffic analysis, and asserted that 
unless a specific number of units are designated for Presidio-based employees in the lease, including this 
assumption in the analysis underestimates the expected traffic through the 14"' and IS'"" Avenue Gates. 

Response TR-1 1 - As of June 2005, 1 1 percent of adult Presidio residents also worked in the Presidio 
and 66 percent worked elsewhere in San Francisco. As of Fcbruaiy 2006, 20 percent (216 of 1,071) of 
Presidio households have at least 50 percent of the household adults working in the Presidio. The Trust 
currently gives Presidio employees priority in leasing dwelling units, and will likely continue to do so in 
the future. 

The SEIS assumes a similar jobs-housing balance as assumed in the PTMP SEIS, although the overall 
number of jobs or dwelling units in the Presidio would vary among alternatives. Although the Trust's 
residential leasing policy of preference for Presidio employees reinforces the transportation-related 
benefits of a jobs-housing balance, including aggressive jobs-housing balance assumptions in the 
transportation analysis would yield results that do not provide a conservative assessment of potential 
traffic impacts associated with the project. The modest effect of the assumed jobs-housing balance is 
captured in the transportation analysis in a siinilar manner as in the PTMP SEIS; trips are divided into 
internal trips (trips that begin and end in the Presidio) and external trips (trips that begin in the Presidio 
and end elsewhere or vice versa). Dividing the trips into these two categories allows for the application 
of different modal splits. The analysis assumes that internal trips are more likely to be made by biking or 
walking than by automobile. See Appendix B for the estimated split between internal and external trips, 
and the assumed mode splits for each land use type. 

TR-1 2, Significance Criteria 

The CCSF requested that significance criteria used for the purposes of the transportation analysis be 
clearly stated. One individual questioned the standards for evaluating traffic impacts, and suggested that 
standards for evaluating traffic impacts on sun'ounding neighborhoods and City streets should be 
consistent with City standards. The individual also suggested that the different standards may also affect 
proposed mitigation measures, and asked what would happen if traffic impacts are worse than projected in 
the Draft SEIS. 
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Response TR-12 - In response to the CCSF's comment, additional explanation of the factors used in 
evahiating the relative significance of transportation impacts has been incorporated uito the Final SETS, as 
appropriate (see Table 12 in Section 3.2.2.2, Traffic at Local hitersections). The Tmst believes that a 
description of these factors in the methodology section is appropriate and improves the Final SEIS, and 
appreciates the CCSF's careful review of the Draft SEIS. This expanded discussion does not, however, 
constitute the formal defmition of "significance thresholds," which is not required under the NEPA as 
described in Response to Comment GE-3, Significance Standards. If actual traffic conditions are worse 
than estimated in the Final SEIS and one or more study intersections operates at LOS E or F, the Trust 
would work with the CCSF to determine whether the conditions warrant mitigation and, if so, what the 
mitigation measure should be and how much each party should contribute to the cost of the 
improvements. 

TR-13. Expansion of Traffic Analysis 

NAPP requested that the Final SEIS evaluate traffic effects on roadways and intersections farther south. 
Some individuals questioned why total traffic delay was not presented for an individual traveling on a 
particular route (e.g., from the neighborhood to commercial center). One individual suggested that the 
project would add traffic to Highway 1, causing traffic to shift to other principal arterials, and argued that 
the effects of additional Highway 1 traffic on Lombard Street and Doyle Drive should be evaluated. 

Response TR-13 - At the commenters' request, the intersections of Lake Street/Funs ton Avenue and 
Lake Street/ 17"" Avenue were incoiporated into the Draft SEIS traffic analysis. The intersection of Lake 
Streel/17''' Avenue was added because 17^'' Avenue is the street at which traffic would likely tTim left or 
right in order to cross California Street because of the all-way stop control at the intersection of California 
Street/17"' Avenue. The intersection of Lake Street/Funston Avenue was added to the analysis in order to 
assess the effects of traffic traveling to and from the PHSH district given the prohibition of left turns fi-om 
Park Presidio Boulevard. Given the relatively small number of vehicle trips generated by the alternatives, 
the increased dispersion of project-generated traffic at increased distances from the PHSH district, and the 
relatively low volume of traffic at other intersections on Lake Street beyond these intersections, the 
addition of all of the intersections requested by the commenters cannot be expected to show discemable 
effects. Beyond the intersections analyzed in the Final SEIS, the likelihood of intersections degrading to 
an unacceptable LOS with the addition of project traffic is greatly diminished. Therefore, the addition of 
the two intersections of Lake Street/Funston Avenue and Lake Street/n^"" Avenue is considered adequate 
to fully assess the effects of the alternatives on neighborhood streets. 

The analysis of traffic impacts provided in the Draft and Final SEIS by way of estimating delay and LOS 
at individual intersections is consistent with the approach outlined in the SF Planning Department's 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review. Because of the dispersion of 
traffic*^ from the project site to roadways other than Park Presidio Boulevard, an arterial analysis, or 



^ Sixty-two percent of AM peak hour traffic and 47 percent of PM peak hour traffic on the southbound approach to the 
intersection of Lake Street/15"' Avenue currently turns right or goes straight through the intersection rather than turning left to 
reach Park Presidio Boulevard. 



Public Health Service l-lospita! Response to Comments 43 



analysis of the delay experienced at a series of intersections, is not warranted. The traffic analysis also 
shows that the amount of traffic added to the intersections on Park Presidio Boulevard would constitute 
no more than four percent and three percent of the total traffic through the intersections in 2025 in the 
AM and PM peak hours, respectively. This volume of traffic would generally not degrade levels of 
sei'vice below LOS D and is not considered enough to divert a consequential amount of traffic to other 
streets. 

TR-14. Mischaracterized Existing Traffic Conditions 

The CCSF suggested thai the environmental setting data overestimate and mischaracterizc the existing 
traffic on Lake and California Streets. The CCSF stated: "The SEIS provides computer- derived estimates 
of existing level of service (LOS) for the intersections on Lake and Cahfomia Streets; we suggest that the 
data be verified in the field. Observation at some of the critical intersections shows that the traffic 
volumes are not as high as those predicted by the model {see Table 7). In addition, the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) assumes that traffic arrives at random times on California and Lake Streets, rather than in 
platoons that are created by upstream traffic signals." One commenter drove through the intersection of 
Lake Strect/15''' Avenue, timed the delay, and found that the estimated delay for the intersection in the 
SEIS was higher than he experienced. The commenter questioned the methodology and assumptions used 
to estimate existing intersection delay. 

Response TR-14 - The intersection analysis methodology is intended to represent typical delay 
conditions during the peak 15 minutes of the peak hour. As described in the background technical 
memoranda for the SEIS, the methodology estimates the delay for each approach at an all-way stop- 
controlled intersection and then averages the approach delays for an overall average intersection delay. It 
does not represent the delays experienced by all motorists traveling through the intersection during the 
peak hour, which may vary based on the direction of approach, time within the peak hour, or day of week. 
The Draft SEIS used traffic data from the year 2000 that were gathered for the PTMP SEIS. Traffic count 
data collected in the winter months of 2000 were also seasonally adjusted upward. Traffic counts 
collected in October 2005 indicate that traffic volumes at many of the study intersections have decreased 
between one percent and six percent per year from these year 2000 volumes. The delays and levels of 
service for existing conditions at study intersections therefore have generally improved. For example, the 
worst minor street approach of the intersection of Lake Street/14*'' Avenue was estimated to operate at 
LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour with the year 2000 data. The year 2005 
data indicate that the intersection operates at LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak 
hour. 

While the default assumption in the HCM methodology does not consider the influence of platoons 
created by upstream signals, all of the study intersections would only be infiuenced by the signals at Park 
Presidio Boulevard/Lake Street and Park Presidio Boulevard/California Street in one direction as 
intersections downstream are stop-controlled. In order to explore the effect of these signals further, the 
Trust has evaluated the portion of traffic on Lake and Cahfomia Streets immediately downstream of the 
Park Presidio Boulevard intersections and determined the proportion coming from Park Presidio 
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Boulevard and the proportion coming from Lake Street or California Street. The degree of platooning 
caused by the signals depends on a significant portion of the traffic coming from Lake Street or California 
Street (rather than turning Irom Park Presidio Boulevard), since traffic turning from Park Presidio 
Boulevard would anive on the segment when traffic on Lake Street or California Street would be stopped. 
Table 5 below indicates the portion of traffic on each downstream segment observed turning from Park 
Presidio Boulevard. With the possible exception of castbound Lake Street in the AM peak hour, the 
percentage of traffic turning from Park Presidio Boulevard is adequate in each case to add volume to the 
gaps between platoons from upstream Lake Streets or California Street, thereby diminishing any potential 
platoon effect. 

Table 5. Percentage of Traffic on Lake and California Streets Turning from Park Presidio Boulevard 



Roadway Segment and Direction of Travel 
Easlbound Lake Street - Easl of Park Presidio Boulevard 
Westbound Lake Street - West of Park Presidio Boulevard 
Eastbound California Street- East of Park Presidio Boulevard 

Westbound Califomia Street- West of Park Presidio Boulevard 



Portion Turning FROii; 
Boulevard 


Park Presidio 
(%) 


AM Peak Hour 




PM Peak Hour 


15 






23 


65 






50 


30 






32 


27 






22 



Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2006c, 



TR-15. Projected Traffic Through the 14"' and IS"' Avenue Gates 

RPN suggested that the variation in projected 2020 traffic volumes through the 14"' and 15* Avenue 
Gates across alternatives does not correspond to the variation in vehicle trips generated by alternatives. 
RPN also suggested that the comparison of traffic volumes tlirough the 14' and 15' Avenue Gates is 
further complicated by "grossly overstating a projected volume associated with the Requested No Action 
Alternative." 

Response TR-15 - The commenter correctly notes that there is not a distinguishable correlation between 
traffic volumes through the 14* and 1 5* Avenue Gates and the estimated vehicle trip generation for each 
alternative in the Draft SEIS. This is due to the assumption that traffic traveling to and from other parts 
of the Presidio would travel through the PHSH district to reach other Presidio destinations, and that some 
traffic generated by the PHSH project would use Battery Caulfield Road to travel to other parts of the 
Presidio or to and from other gates. In response to concerns about cut-through traffic on Battery Caulfield 
Road, more restrictive traffic calming measures will be incoiporated into the project. The assignment of 
traffic to area roadways has therefore been modified to reflect the greater constraint (sec Response to 
Comment TR-17). The Final SEIS reflects this change in traffic assignment, while also conservatively 
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assuming that some traffic not related to the PHSH alternatives will continue to pass through the 14' and 
15* Avenue Gates. 

In addition, the Trust has reevaluated the trip generation rates used for the Requested No Action 
Alternative and modified the trip generation rate for the preschool use to more closely reflect the City 
Guidelines trip generation rate and the actual traffic counts gathered at the project site during this time 
period (see Response to Comment TR-6). These changes are reflected in travel demand estimates as well 
as the subsequent traffic analysis in the Final SETS. 



TR-16. Cut-Through Traffic 

The CCSF and NAPP requested that a more thorough analysis of cut- through traffic and the importance 
of cut-through traffic volumes be discussed relative to the traffic patterns generated by each alternative. 

Response TR-16 - hi response to the request for a more thorough analysis of eut-thi-ough traffic, peak 
period ti'affic counts were collected at the intersection of 15" Avenue/Wedemeyer Street on Januaiy 12, 
2005. Traffic count data indicate that approximately 59 AM peak hour vehicles and 83 PM peak hour 
vehicles were traveling through the 15"' Avenue Gate but not traveling to or from uses on the lower 
plateau of the PHSH district. Traffic counts fi-om October 2005 suggest that the trips through the 14"" and 
15*'' Avenue Gates that are not generated by uses on the lower plateau could number as many as 80 in the 
AM peak hour and 1 20 in the PM peak hour. In response to concerns about cut-through traffic on Battery 
Caulficld Road, more restrictive traffic calming measures will be incorporated into the project so that 
traffic bound for the Golden Gale Bridge or other parts of the Presidio (e.g., Fort Scott) will be 
discouraged from using Battery Caulfield Road. The more restrictive traffic calming measures are 
reflected in the revised traffic analysis. Assumptions regarding the amount of traffic traveling through the 
gates and not associated with any of the PHSH alternatives have been added to the SEIS (see Table 15 
in Section 3.2.2.3, Gate Volumes and Cut-Through Traffic). 

TR-17. Battery Caulfield Road 

One individual took issue with the proposed restriction of access on Battery Caulfield Road, arguing that 
Battery Caulfield Road provides a good internal connection with the rest of the Presidio and suggesting 
that it be kept open for emergency sei-vices and secondary access to the PHSH district. Other individuals 
disagreed, however, and suggested that Battery Caulfield Road be closed as a through road or at most 
allow very limited access. A eouplc of individuals requested that the Draft SEIS provide details about the 
proposed method to discourage through traffic on Battery Caulfield Road. Another individual suggested 
that if the road were not closed, traffic cahning devices such as a series of speed humps should be 
installed in order to ensure safety of the quail in this area. One individual asked about the impact of 
project-generated traffic on pedestrian and bicyclist safety within the Presidio. 

Response TR-17 - The Trust recognizes the value of retaining Battery Caulfield Road as a secondary 
access to the PHSH district, especially for the PresidiGo shuttle and emergency vehicles. The Trust 
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agrees with conunenters that measures should be incorporated into the project to slow vehicles and 
minimize traffic volume in the interest of safety. Traffic calming measures will be provided in the lower 
plateau and Batteiy Caulfield to discourage traffic cutting through to and from the Golden Gate Bridge. 
Such measures may include, but would not be limited to, speed tables/raised crosswalks, divertcrs, and 
roadway narrowings. in order to reflect the restrictive nature of these traffic calming measures, the traffic 
analysis in the Final SEIS has been revised to reflect ihe use of Battery Caulfield Road by fewer motorists 
traveling to and from other parts of the park or the Golden Gale Bridge. 

TR-18. Understated Traffic Impacts 

The Lake Street Residents Association suggested that ihc Draft SEIS underestimates traffic impacts. One 
individual suggested that the traffic impacts associated with ancillary "convenience stores" and other 
amenities were not considered. 

Response TR-18 - The traffic impacts analysis for the PHSH alternatives uses a methodology that is 
generally consistent with the San Francisco Guidelines for Environmental Review, although some 
adjustments were made to reflect the Presidio's unique geographic location and transit service. The trip 
generation rates are generally consistent with those used by the CCSF, with the exception of the PM peak 
hour rate for residential uses (see Response to Comment TR-7). In the traffic analysis of future (year 
2025) conditions, these travel demand assumptions for the four alternatives were combined with the 
gi'owth in traffic volumes associated with regional trends in population and employment. The traffic 
analysis in the Fmal SEIS projects traffic volumes for 2025 that are consistent with the average annual 
growth in traffic volumes from model mns completed for the 2030 traffic analysis in the Doyle Drive 
Project EIS/EIR. 

TR-19. Contribution to Cumulative Traffic Effects 

The CCSF suggested that the SEIS incoirectly evaluates cumulative impacts. The CCSF indicated that 
determining that cumulative impacts would occur without the proposed project is "not the appropriate 
inquiry for assessing cumulative impacts," and suggested that instead the SEIS simply determine whether 
the proposed project would contribute to any cumulative impacts and then provide data about the 
project's precise contribution. 

The CCSF also requested more information about the project's contribution to poor intersection operating 
conditions at the intersection of Park Presidio Boulevard/California Street, and asserted that the project's 
contribution to poor operating conditions on California Street would "differ greatly" from its contribution 
to poor operating conditions on Park Presidio Boulevard due to the different capacities of these two 
roadways. The CCSF asserted that the Draft SEIS statement about all Presidio traffic contributing less 
than two percent to the traffic volume at this intersection masks the analysis, thereby hindering the 
public's evaluation, and is not relevant to the alternatives analyzed as part of the PHSH Draft SEIS. RPN 
stated that the cumulative transportation analysis "appears intended to mask project-related impacts." 
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Response TR-19 - The Draft SETS provided information about the project's contribution to total 
cumulative traffic volume at the Park Presidio Boulevard/California Street intersection, as this 
intersection was forecast to operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E) in the PM peak hour in 
2020. This particular intersection is not forecast to operate at LOS E or F in either peak hour in 2025. 
However, for the intersections that are expected to operate at LOS E or F in 2025, information about the 
PHSH project's contribution to the growth in intersection traffic volumes has been added to the Final 
SETS. 

TR-20. Cumulative Traffic Forecast Assumptions 

The CCSF inquired about the assumptions used to project cumulative traffic growth. One commentcr 
questioned the underlying population and employment growth assumptions used to describe the projected 
increase in traffic volumes between now and 2020, and argued that the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority projects a population decline in the area. The same commenter also suggested 
that the SEIS should be revised to provide a detailed explanation of local sources of delay caused by other 
Presidio projects. The commenter also questioned the intersection analysis methodology and how such 
high delay could be projected at the intersections of Lake Street/H"" Avenue and Lake Street/lS"" Avenue 
where 14'^ and 15''' Avenues would only carry one-way traffic. 

Response TR-20 - The assumed cumulative growth in traffic volumes is based on two elements: 1) land 
use changes in the PHSH district and remainder of the Presidio, and 2) regional growth in population and 
employment in San Francisco and the rest of the Bay Area. The translation of regional population and 
employment growth into increases in traffic volumes was derived from the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) Travel Demand Model runs completed for the Doyle Drive EIR/EIS. 
The difference between volumes for the year 2000 and volumes for the year 2030 was converted to an 
average annual growth rate that was applied to 2005 traffic counts to yield 2025 traffic volumes. Traffic 
volumes generated by other uses in the Presidio (as estimated in the PTMP EIS) and PHSH project 
volumes were added to these baseline 2025 volumes to estimate future peak hour traffic volumes for each 
alternative. The resulting cumulative traffic volumes were also compared to the future traffic volumes 
used in the Doyle Drive Study to ensure consistency with that study. 

Although the 14"' and 15^'' Avenue Gates would operate as a one-way couplet, 14* and 15' Avenues 
would carry two-way traffic south of the gates, and therefore both the Lake Street/14"' Avenue and Lake 
Street/ 15"' Avenue intersections would have two-way traffic on both the southbound and northbound 
approaches. Although the one-way couplet traffic circulation through the gates would somewhat improve 
operation of the Lake Street/15"' Avenue intersection (sec Mitigation Measure TR-28), traffic delays at 
this intersection and the Lake Street/H* Avenue intersection would not improve dramatically. This is 
due to the two-way traffic flow that would remain on 14"' and 1 5"' Avenues approaching the Lake 
Street/14"' Avenue and Lake Street/15"' Avenue intersections, and the cumulative growth in traffic 
volumes in the area. 
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TR-21. Impact of Additional Traffic on City Resources 

The CCSF suggested that San Francisco's Police Department, Department of Parking and Traffic, and 
Planning Department will need to address any increase in public safety problems in the adjacent area 
related to the increase in traffic traveling to and from the project site, including traffic-related complaints, 
traffic accidents, and enforcement needs. 

Response TR-21 - The CCSF is correct in noting that City agencies will be responsible for enforcement 
activities and responding to concerns about traffic safety within San Francisco. Similarly, the United 
States Park Police (funded by the Trust) and staff of the Trust (in Area B) and NPS (in Area A) have 
those responsibilities within the Presidio. It is estimated that approximately 50 percent of the traffic 
traveling tlirough the Lombard and Presidio Boulevard Gates and 23 percent of the traffic entering the 
25''' Avenue Gate docs not begin or end m the Presidio. 

TR-22. Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The CCSF noted that the SETS does not provide specific information on construction routes, timing, and 
possible impacts of the rerouting of traffic during construction. The CCSF asked who would be 
responsible for drafting, implementing, and monitoring a Constmction Traffic Management Plan. One 
individual asserted that such information needs to be included in the SEIS. The GGBHTD requested that, 
in lieu of inclusion of construction tmck routes in the Final SEIS, the GGBHTD be consulted durmg 
development the Construcfion Traffic Management Plan. 

Response TR-22 - The project developer will be responsible for developing a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan in cooperation with the Tmst, and the Trust will review the plan and monitor 
constmction traffic for conformance to the plan. The Trust will consult with the GGBHTD during 
development and review of the Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

TR-23, Variance in Construction Traffic Impacts 

The PHRA noted that the impact of constmction activities (in both duration of activities and tmck trips) 
on city neighborhoods varies dramatically among the different alternatives. 

Response TR-23 - The differences in duration of construction and constmction-related traffic among the 
PHSH alternatives are based on the differences in amount of soil to be excavated, which is largely based 

on whether an underground parldng garage is included, whether the building wings are removed or 
retained, and how much new construction and demolition is planned. For example, because Alternative 2 
includes underground parking, demolition, and new constmction, it would generate the greatest average 
number of daily truck trips. Alternative 1 would have no demolition and no new constmction, and 
therefore would generate the least number of average daily truck trips aside from the Requested No 
Action Alternative. Altemafives 3 and 4 would include demolition, and in the case of Alternative 4, new 
constmction, but because neither alternative would mclude underground parking, the number of tmck 
trips would be somewhat smaller than that estimated for Alternative 2. The Final SEIS has been revised 
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to include the provision of an imdergroimd parl<:ing garage as a determinant in the demolition and 

construction activities (see Table 18). 

TR-24. Transportation Demand Management 

SPUR noted that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant "eould significantly alleviate the concerns 
of the residents on Lake Street and adjoining areas." SPUR also suggested a number of other 
transportation demand management options, including 1) upgrading nearby transit stops with high-quality 
shelters and "NextBus" infonnation, 2) enhancing PrcsidiGo shuttle service and considering partnermg 
with other shuttles, 3) providing for City Carshare programs and creating incentives for carshare and 
transit use, and 4) extending "N" residential pennit parking several blocks in the surrounding 
neighborhood while deed-reslricting PHSH tenants from purchasing residential parking permits. The San 
Francisco Bicycle Coahtion requested that the project include safe and secure bicycle parking, including 
racks for visitors and a limited-access storage room for residents. One individual recommended working 
with the CCSF to provide more comprehensive, integrated public transit service to and through the 
Presidio, including express bus or hght rail from downtown to the various Presidio gates. One 
commentcr suggested addressing parking and traffic issues by providing intercept parking lots, from 
which residents and visitors would reach their destinations by bus, rail, or gondola. The same commenter 
suggested a gondola as a ftm, useful, and unique feature that would serve as a tourist atti'action as well as 
a commute option. 

RPN and some individuals suggested that unless the transportation demand management (TDM) program 
elements arc made mandatory by being written into the contract with the developer, apartment 
management contracts, and resident leases, the TDM program will not be effective, and assuming the 
program will be effective potentially masks significant adverse traffic impacts. 

Response TR-24 - Under the Preferred Alternative, the PHSH district will include a number of the 
transportation demand management strategies suggested by SPUR. The site will mclude a City CarShare 
"pod" for use by residents. Residents' payments for parking will also be separate from their rent 
payments in order to reinforce the out-of-pocket expense of car ownership. The Trust's private 
development partner, if selected, has volunteered to assist residents in the adjacent neighborhood in 
expanding the "N" residential parking permit zone to protect neighborhood residents from spillover 
parking effects. The development partner has also agreed to partially subsidize residents' MUNI Fast 
Passes to encourage the use of transit, and will provide a secure bicycle parking area within the 
underground garage. 

The Trust has an ongoing commitment to improve PresidiGo sei-vice and PrcsidiGo service connections 
to MUNI and GGT. The Trust also plans to continue working widi MUNI to provide efficient transit 
service to the Presidio, and hopes that MUNl's recent funding for expansion of the automatic tracking 
NextBus system will further advance this effort. 
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TR-25. Transportation Demand Management Actions 

The GGBTHD noted that the website with a section dedicated to infoiination on transportation and 
commute alternative referenced in Section 2.2.5 does not include updated infoiTnation on GGT routes and 
does not indicate the Golden Gate Bridge Toll Plaza as a transfer point between GGT routes and 
PresidiGo. 

Response TR-25 - The GGT information on the Presidio website has now been updated. The website 
now identifies the toll plaza as a transfer point to PresidiGo, with a link to PresidiGo schedule 
information. In order to ensure that the information remains up-to-date, a Hnk to the GGBHTD website 
directs web users to the most current infonnation on route schedules. 



TR-26. Feasibility of Mitigation Measures 

RPN asserted that mitigation measures that lack a practical possibility of implementation do not 
reasonably meet the mitigation requirements of an environmental evaluation. RPN noted that some of the 
traffic mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIS would require CCSF approval, and that the SEIS 
should demonstrate that the CCSF is likely to approve such measures. The CCSF asserted that in 
accordance with the NEPA, the SEIS must discuss the probability and feasibility of mitigation measures 
that are outside the jurisdiction of the Tmst, and commented that although the SETS analyzes a new 
intersection on Park Presidio Boulevard north of Lake Street as a variant, it does not provide information 
on the likelihood of the variant being constructed. The Pacific Heights Residents Association asserted 
that the Trust must work cooperatively with the CCSF to implement traffic mitigation measures, and went 
on to suggest that the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant is as important to the PHSH as access from 
Doyle Drive is to the Letterman Digital Arts campus. 

RPN also suggested that the mitigation measure for the intersection of Park Presidio Boulevard/Lake 
Street would require an additional lane to be built on San Francisco Parks and Recreation land, stated that 
the feasibility of proposed mitigation measures to mitigate adverse traffic impacts has not been adequately 
studied, and suggested that proposed right-turn restrictions "will only mean that traffic will be going 
around in circles, only to end up and increase traffic on Lake Street." One individual suggested that traffic 
mitigation measures should be in place before development begins. 

Response TR-26 - Both the Draft and Final SEIS include a number of transportation mitigation measures 
that are within the CCSF's jurisdiction, including right- turn- only restrictions at two two-way stop- 
controlled intersections. The commenters are correct in noting that the SEIS must discuss the feasibility of 
mitigation measures outside the Trust's jurisdiction. The right-tum-only restrictions could be easily 
implemented by the CCSF and, because the measures involve some additional signage and striping, they 
could be implemented at a relatively low cost. The turn restrictions at these intersections would not be 
dissimilar to the effective turn restrictions for 14" Avenue at Geary Boulevard. For mitigation of long 
delays on minor approaches to two-way stop-controlled intersections, the mitigation measures typically 
considered include signalization and all-way stop control. The turn restrictions were suggested as a 
mitigation measure because 1) the minor street peak hour traffic volumes were low enough that signal 
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warrants in accordance with the MUTCD and California Supplement would not be met, 2) all-way stop 
control al intersections of Lake Street/14*'' Avenue and California Street/14* Avenue could result in 
queues extending into the adjacent intersections on Park Presidio Boulevard, and 3) in conimcnts on the 
PTMP SETS, the CCSF expressed a reluctance to install traffic signals at some of these intersections. The 
Trust realizes that such mitigation measures are within the CCSF's jurisdiction and will continue to work 
with the San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic (SFDPT) to develop appropriate and 
acceptable irutigation measures. SFDPT has indicated that they behove the HCM intersection analysis in 
the Draft SEIS methodology overestimates traffic impacts, If the SEIS analysis overestimates impacts, it 
is possible that unacceptable levels of service identified in the analysis may never occur. The Tnjst will 
work with the CCSF to either implement the turn restrictions or study further, as needed. 

Unlike the Doyle Drive access to the Letterman Digital Arts Center, the Park Presidio Boulevard Access 
Variant is not considered a mitigation measure, because it would not improve the level of service from 
LOS E or F to LOS D or better at any study intersections at which there would be a significant effect. 

All mitigation measures will be implemented before unacceptable conditions occur. As the project site 
approaches ftill occupancy, intersections expected to require mitigation will be monitored to determine 
the appropriate time to implement the measures. The Trust will coordinate with the CCSF in this effort. 

TR-27. Financial Contribution to Mitigation Measures 

The CCSF criticized the SEIS for referring to a number of mitigation measures outside the Trust's 
jurisdiction without any discussion of how the Trust will contribute its fair share of the cost of the 
mitigation measures. The CCSF also noted that the transit mitigation measures discussed in the SEIS 
include monitoring of transit demand, but contain no standards for triggering additional service increases, 
nor any method for the Trust to contribute its fan' share to such increases. The CCSF suggested that these 
mitigation measures are inadequate under the NEPA, as they do not provide the public with any method 
to measure impacts or to assess the probable timing of necessary service increases. 

Response TR-27 - Transit Mitigation Measures TR-10 and TR-25 from the PTMP EIS are also included 
in the SEIS, and include supporting increased frequencies on transit service if monitoring reveals 
insufficient capacity with the sei-vice levels scheduled at the time of monitoring. The Trust would 
coordinate with the CCSF and/or the GGBTHD to determine the contribution of each party to the cost of 
the mitigation measures. 

TR-28. Transit Monitoring and Mitigation Measures 

The EPA suggested that because of the future forecasted transit capacity problems, it is especially 
"important to monitor this capacity on a regular basis and continue close coordination with transit 
authorities in order to implement mitigation measures." The GGBTHD requested more details about the 
monitoring of GGT routes described in Mitigation Measures TR-10 and TR-25, including who will 
perfomi the monitoring, what infonnation will be gathered, and how often monitoring will occur. 
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Response TR-28 - The Trust will continue to monitor transit passenger loads in the Presidio. The 
location of monitoring will vary by the transit route/line being monitored. GGT routes will likely be 
monitored by transportation department staff at Richardson Avenue, at the Golden Gate Bridge Toll 
Plaza, or at Park Presidio Boulevard. Frequency of monitoring will depend on the general degree of 
occupancy of Presidio buildings in tl]e area. Transit ridership information is also gathered from Presidio 
employees and residents through Presidio employee and resident sui'veys. Also see Response to 
Comment TR-10. 

TR-29. ReadahiHty ofSEIS 

The CCSF commented that it was difficult to sort through the traffic analysis and get a clear assessment 
of the data being reported, and made specific suggestions about how to incoiporate existing plus project 
data to make the intersection LOS tables more understandable. The CCSF and some individuals also 
suggested that Table 13, which compares traffic volumes at the 14*/15^'' Avenue Gates under the various 
alternatives, also separately list the existing volumes at the 14* and 15*^ Avenue Gates in order to show 
the changes in volume on each street under the various alternatives, and that project-generated traffic be 
shown separately from cumulative growth traffic and cut-tlii'ough traffic. One individual commented that 
the traffic section of the SEIS was "vague, lacking in substance and sometimes simply unrealistic." 
Another individual stated that "the data that underlie the trip generation numbers presented in the SEIS 
does not allow one to calculate the numbers that are presented in the SEIS." 

Response TR-29 - The Final SEIS has been revised to dcsciibc more clearly the incremental results of 
each step of the analysis methodology, including trip generation rates, internal and external splits, modal 
splits, trip linking, and trip distribution (see Appendix B). The existing (2005) gate volumes have been 
added to Table 15 for reference. Table 1 5 also now shows traffic not generated by the alternatives and 
expected to travel tlnough the gates. The existing plus project analysis has been updated to reflect the 
2005 traffic counts and transit data as well as the revised trip generation rate for preschool use (see 
Response to Comment TR-6). However, the analysis has not been incorporated into the main body of the 
SEIS, but instead is provided in Response to Comment TR-30 and Appendix B. 

TR-30. Existing plus Project Analysis 

The CCSF requested that the transportation analysis clearly show the project- specific impacts and how 
much traffic is attributable to the project, and that the existing plus project analysis be included in the 
main body of the SEIS rather than the response to cormiicnts. The CCSF noted that the CCSF regularly 
and methodically uses the Existmg plus Project analysis as a method to clearly show project- specific 
impacts. 

Response TR-30 - The Existing plus Project analysis previously included in the responses to comments 
in the Draft SEIS has been updated and included below for informational purposes. An "existing plus 
project" scenario is by definition an artificial construct, because it assumes that a project can be 
constiTJcted overnight and does not make allowances for traffic growth or other changes likely to occur in 
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the time it takes to plan, design, approve, and implement a project - usually several years or more. For 
this reason, the analysis presented in Section 3 assesses the PHSH alternatives at a specific point in time 
(2025). By comparing Alternatives 1 through 4 to the Requested No Action Alternative in 2025, it is 
possible to discern the project-specific impacts of each alternative. Also, by comparing the alternatives in 
2025 to the existing conditions described in the affected environment section, it is possible to discern the 
cumulative impacts to which the PHSH project would contribute, and to compare the relative impacts, 
with project contributions under Alternatives 1 through 4, to impacts if the project does not proceed 
(represented by the Requested No Action Alternative). 

Although not required to discern project impacts, an existing plus project analysis is presented below to 
allow the reader to compare existing conditions to existing plus project conditions.'^ As shown in Table 6, 
all of the study intersections would operate at the same level of service as with existing conditions in the 
AM peak hour except the intersections of Lake Street/14'^ Avenue and California Strcet/14"' Avenue. 
Under all alternatives, the minor approach(cs) to the two-way stop-controlled intersections of Lake 
Street/14* Avenue and California Street/M"" Avenue would operate at LOS E or F rather than LOS C or 
D, with the exception of Lake Street/14'^ Avenue with the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant; with 
the variant, the stop-controlled approaches at this intersection would operate at LOS D under all 
alternatives. 

Similarly, as shown in Table 7, four of the eight study intersections would operate at the same acceptable 
levels of service as with existing conditions in the PM peak hour under all four alternatives. An 
additional two intersections (Lake Street/ 15^'' Avenue and Lake Street/Park Presidio Boulevard) would 
operate at the same levels of service as with existing conditions under all alternatives except Alternative 
1, where existing LOS B conditions would fall to LOS C conditions at both intersections (with the 
couplet). Under all alternatives, the minor approach(cs) to the two-way stop-controlled intersection of 
Lake Street/14*^ Avenue would fall from LOS D to LOS E or F, and the minor approach(es) to the two- 
way stop-controlled intersection of California Street/ 14"" Avenue would either continue operating at LOS 
E (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 with the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant) or fall from LOS E to 
LOSF. 

In summaiy, when traffic volumes generated by the PHSH alternatives are added to existing conditions, 
no new potentially significant impacts (i.e., LOS E or F conditions) would occur during the AM or PM 
peak hour, beyond the significant impacts already identified in the cumulative analysis at the two-way 
stop -controlled intersections of Lake Street/14* Avenue and California Street/14* Avenue. Any impacts 
at the intersections of Lake Street/14* Avenue and California Street/14* Avenue could be addressed by 
mitigation measures included in Section 3. 



A more detailed discussion of the analysis is available in Appendix B {Memo No. 4). 
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TR-3] . Estimated Traffic Generated by Former Hospital 

RPN suggested that applying current trip generation rates to the former hospital use results in trip 
generation estimates for the hospital that are unreliable. RPN stated that anecdotal evidence from long- 
term residents of the neighborhood calls the hypothetical analysis into question, and speculates that the 
nursing staff of the hospital would have relied heavily on public transportation in the 1950s to 1970s. 
RPN went on to say that "an SEIS should not include such unreliable data as it calls into question the 
mtegrity of the report." Several individuals agreed, suggesting that the traffic estimated to be possibly 
generated by the hospital when it was operational did not reflect actual conditions during that time. One 
commcnter noted that from the mid- 1 960s to the mid- 1 970s, children were able to play in the street 
without concerns of car traffic, which would not be possible with the vehicle trip generation estimated in 
the Draft SEIS. Commenters also noted that when the hospital was operational, other conditions affecting 
the traffic through the gates were different: 1) cut-tlirough traffic through the PHSH district was much 
more restricted, 2) more people used transit to travel to and from the project site, and 3) automobile 
ownership and use were lower than today. The CCSF also suggested that the estimate of traffic that 
could have been generated by the hospital at the project site several years ago is misleading, irrelevant, 
and likely inaccurate. However, one individual disagreed with the notion, and noted that there were many 
people in the PHSH complex in the World War 11 era, and that heavy activity in the PHSH district was 
nornial in the past. 

Response TR-31 - In 1970, the PHSH had an average monthly mpadcnt load of 425 and the annual 
outpatient visits totaled 122,700, for an average daily outpatient load of about 336 patients. The PHSH 
employed nearly 1,000 people, including 100 physicians (Thompson 1997). Although translating this 
level of occupancy and activity level to trips to and from the project site is somewhat speculative, the 
patient and staff levels described above suggest that the PHSH district was a bustling area. The estimates 
of traffic that would be generated by this level of occupancy is provided only for the purpose of 
establishing historical context regarding general activity level in the district. 

TR-32. Traffic Generated by Recent PHSH District Uses 

The CCSF requested a better description of recent occupancy (e.g., Chinese -American School and JCC) 
of the project site and the coiTclation between those activities and the cited 15''' Avenue Gate traffic count 
data. 

Response TR-32 - Tables 8 and 9 below describe the recent occupancy of the project site and traffic 
counts at the 15* Avenue Gate that coiTclate to occupancy of the site by these tenants. Much of the traffic 
count data were gathered when the project site was vacant for the purposes of establishing existing 
conditions prior to planning studies for the Presidio overall and for the project site. Some traffic data 
were collected when the JCC was at the site. The more recent counts include Arion Press, Lone Mountain 
Children's Center, and a small amount of office use occupying the upper floor of Building 1806. 
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Table 8. Recent Tenants of the PHSH District and History of Collected Traffic Count Data 



Dates of Occupancy 
9/3/96 to 1/31/98 



Recent Tenants of the PHSH 

Chinese- American Interaational School 

(Building 1808) 



1/31/98 to 12/14/00 vacanl 



12/14/00 to 2/5/01 
2/5/01 to 8/1/01 

8/1/01 to 6/21/03 



JCC (Buildings 1808, 1805, and 1803) 

JCC (Buildings 1808, 1805, and 1803) 
Arion Press (Building 1802) 

JCC (Buildings 1808, 1805, and 1803) 

Arion Press (Building 1802) 

Lone Mountain Children's Center (Building 1806) 



6/21/03 to 12/31/03 JCC (Buildings 1808, 1805, and 1803) 
Arion Press (Building 1802) 
Lone Mountain Children's Center (Building 1806) 
Office (Building 1806) 

12/31/03 to current Arion Press (Building 1802) 

Lone Mountain Children's Center (Building 1806) 
Office (Building 1806) 



Traffic Data CotLECTEc 



May and November 1998 
May 11, 1999 
May 18,2000 
November 30, 2000 



September 25, 2001 
October 2002 



September 25, 2001 



January 12,2005 
October 20, 2005 



Source: Presidio Trust, 2006. 

Note: 

JCC = Jewish Comniuiiity Center 
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Table 9. Traffic Count Data at 1 5'^ Avenue Gate 



Date of Traffic Counts 


Tenants 


AM Peak Hour 


PM Peak Hour 


Weekday Daily 


May 18-20, J998 


vacant 


NA 


82 


864 


August 4-7, 1998 


vacant 


NA 


7.5 


783 


November 16-20, 1998 


vacant 


NA 


93 


920 


May 11, 1999 


vacant 


87 


72 


NA 


May 18,2000 


vacant 


107 


97 


V 


November 30, 2000 


vacant 


NA 


m 


NA 


September 25, 2001 


JCC 

Arion Press 
Lone Mountain 


147 


NA 


NA 


October, 2002 


JCC 
Aiion Press 

Lone Mountain 


NA 


1^7 


1,958 


January 12, 2005 


Arion Press 
Lone Mountain 
Office 


105 


96 


NA 


October 20, 2005 


Arion Press 
Lone Mountain 
Office 


136 


134 


NA 



Source: Presidio Tmst. 

Notes: 

NA = not available 

JCC = Jewish Community Center 



TR-33. Transit Concerns 



One individual asked how many bus passengers the project would generate and whether MUNT would 
add additional bus capacity to accommodate any overcrowding caused by the project. This individual 
suggested that if the number of project-generated transit passengers should warrant increased capacity, the 
SEIS should analyze the air quality and noise effects associated with additional buses (if diesel). The 
CCSF raised several issues about the transit impact analysis and the project's encouragement of transit 
use over automobile use. Specifically, the CCSF noted that: 

• If service location of the 1 -CaUfomia MUNI line is seen as inadequate, the Trust must pay for any 
relocation or extension of service closer to the development. 

• Depending on the number of units, the 1-Califomia MUNI line may need more service, and the SETS 
suggests that no new funding would be made available as part of the project. 
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• The potential for increased auto congestion interfering with the 1 -California MUNI line should be 
considered, based on the expected voKimes of auto traffic. 

• Pedestrian access to transit should be encouraged and auto use should be discouraged in order to 
"alleviate ever-increasing congestion." 

• Increasing auto volumes on residential streets to the point where the street would require 
signal ization, dedicated turn lanes, or multiple lanes is a policy matter that should be seriously 
considered and discussed with the CCSF and ihc neighbors. 

• If the project makes minimal effort to encourage transit over car use, then the project does not help 
further the MTA's overall traffic and transit goals and should therefore be asked to fully mitigate 
every auto and transit impact. 

Response TR-33 - The 1-, 1AX-, and IBX-California MUNI routes are considered perfectly adequate in 
their existing configuration to serve the project site. The Trust sees no need or justification to relocate the 
route(s) to unprove proximity to the project site at the expense of other parts of the Richmond district. 
Alternative 2 has been revised in the Final SEIS to provide a maximum of 230 dwelling units compared 
to the 350 units included in Alternative 2 in the Draft SEIS. This has resulted in an estimated 16- to 20- 
percent decrease in projected peak hour transit trips generated by the alternative. However, if MUNI does 
not increase service frequencies beyond current levels, the PHSH district could contribute to cumulative 
passenger loads that would exceed capacity. Mitigation Measures TR-10 and TR-25 include supporting 
increased frequency for transit service as needed. The PHSH alternatives would add traffic to California 
Street; however, based on the level of sei-vicc results, the alternatives are not expected to add an amount 
of traffic that would substantially affect the operation of vehicular traffic (including transit vehicles) at the 
intersections. Mitigation measures for cumulative traffic and transit impacts are identified in the Final 
SEIS. 

As discussed in Response to Comment TR-9, the Trust's private development partner, if selected, has 
agreed to implement a number of transportation demand management (TDM) measures that would 
support and encourage transit ridership. The Trust's TDM program also includes measures to support 
transit ridership. 

TR- 34. Clarifications and Editorial Comments 

The CCSF requested several clarifications, more detailed descriptions, and explanations. Specifically, 
commcnters requested: 

• A discussion of the history of the 14^'' Avenue Gate and its closure to vehicular traffic; 

• Description of the service hours of the MUNI express routes on California Street; 

• Specificity in naming intersections that would or would not operate at LOS D or better; 
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Clarification of footnotes; 

Clearer indication of analysis year in all tables; 

Discussion of project's contribution to increases in transit ridership; 

Clarification of whether pedestrian and bicycle trips are internal to the Presidio or external; 

Origin of parking turnover rates for particular land use types; 

Comparison of futui'e parking demand and supply by alternative to the number of existing parking 
spaces; 

Clearer discussion of cumulative impacts; 

Clearer distinction of mitigation measures and any inclusion in definition of alternatives; 

Explanation of why modified signal timing was only applied with the Park Presidio Boulevard Access 
Variant; and 

Indication of whether the 14^'' Avenue Gate would be opened before or during project construction or 
after construction activities are complete. 

Response TR-34 - To the extent possible, the Final SEIS has been revised to address the above 
comments. 



1.9 HISTORIC RESOURCES (HR) 

HR-1. Lowering of Building 1801 Wings 

The NPS was concerned that the proposal in Alternative 2 to lower the non-historic wings of Building 
1801 would result in a hybrid of the historic structure and the 1 950s additions that would "cloud the 
historicity of the building and the historic structure of the district by adding one more overlay that 
diminishes the overall feeling, association and setting of the NHLD character-defining features." They 
asserted that the treatment does not conform with guidance for rehabilitation projects provided in the 
Secretaiy of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Stmctures, which recommends recovering important character-defining elements. They believed that, in 
order to meet the spirit of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, the wings should either remain as part 
of the changes made to the building through time or be removed to recapture an important character- 
defining element of the building. 

SPUR voiced an interest in a more foi'ward-looking treatment of the non-historic wings of Building 1801, 
possibly expressing contemporaiy ideas about ecological building, while also confonning to Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for visually distinguishing historic and non-historic building elements. An 
individual offered his opinion that the removal of the top two fioors of the wings under Alternative 2 
would disfigure the building, stafing that "it seems architecturally illogical to have 4-floor wings 
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protRiding from a 6-floor main building." The same individual also felt that consideration should be given 
to keeping the loggia because it may be "a convenience to persons entering/leaving the wings." 

Response HR-1 - As stated in the earlier response to this comment (see Draft SETS pages A-30 and A- 
31), it is the Trust's opinion that nothing in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards either requires the 
removal of non-historic building fabric or precludes improvements to non-historic elements intended to 
increase their compatibility. The Standards do prohibit changes that would create a false sense of 
historicity, and they require a systematic analysis of changes that have occurred on the building through 
time and that may have gained significance as part of the building's histoi^y. The Trust has determined 
that the 1950s wings of Building 1801 have not acquired such significance. However, any improvements 
to the non-historic portions of the building proposed in Alternatives I and 2 would be designed to avoid 
mimicking the historic style of the 1930s structure while providing some level of compatibility with the 
original structure. 

Since the PHSH developer has proposed use of the federal historic tax credit, the alternative that is 
ultimately selected will be subject to detailed review by NPS staff in Washington, D.C. to ensure it 
remains entirely consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 

HR-2. Removal of Building 1801 Wings 

RPN and others suggested that removal of the hospital wings as proposed in Alternative 3 would better 
preserve and rehabilitate the hospital building in accordance with its historic status. Although, as 
indicated in the Draft EIS, the Secretary of the Interior's Standards do not require removal of non-historic 
fabric, RPN stressed that the Trust is now provided the unique opportunity to "correct the bad decision of 
the 1950's decision makers before it is too late," and should "seize the opportunity" to remove the 
building's wings in keeping with the Trust's goal of preserving and restoring historic resources. One 
individual asserted that the renovation can only be termed "historicaf if it returns the building to its 
original, grand structure. 

Still others stated the issue more bluntly, proclauning that the wings were "unsightly," "hideous," a 
"visual vulgarity," an "eyesore," or "aesthetic blight," to mention some of the less colorftil ways they 
were described. A number of individuals warned that the Trust should not want the wings to be part of its 
"legacy." Many strongly suggested the wings should be removed in then enthety due to their significant, 
adverse impact on the enviromnent, offering the following reasons: 

1. They are grossly out of scale relative to their surroundings. 

2. The 1950s era wings all but obliterate the historic architecture of the early 1930s-eramain building. 

3. The wings result in the over-development of the project site, i.e., an inappropriate, high-intense use. 

Response HR-2 - The Trust appreciates the views of the commenters, and recognizes the beneficial 
visual effect that would be associated with removing the non-historic wings on the front of the hospital 
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building (See SEIS Section 3.7.2). The Trust's ultimate decision to select an alternative will weigh this 
beneficial effect with the economic needs of a proposed rehabilitation as well as other possible impacts 
and benefits. 



HR-3. Demolition of Building 1801 

One individual stated "[i]f I had my way the hospital would be completely torn down along with the 
Wherry Housing to provide a tine park experience..." Another said he did not "like the idea of any 
building on the spot." Still another strongly felt that the historic status of the building should be waived 
and the building demolished, arguing that 1) it was never intended to become a residential community, 2) 
it is haunted, 3) it is an "environmental disaster," 4) the land beneath it should be restored to natural 
habitat, and 5) the area surrounding it has a "huge mosquito problem." 

Response HR-3 - Building 1801 is a contributing structure to the Presidio of San Francisco National 
Historic Landmark District (NHLD). The register eligibility of this building has been established and 
therefore cannot be waived. The Trust is subject to the requirements of the National Historic Preservation 
Act as well as the federal regulations that govern application of Section 1 06 of that Act. The Trust is 
required, to the maximum extent feasible, to undertake such planning as to minimize harm to the NHLD. 
Any plan to demolish Building 1801 would have to analyze such factors as the economic viability of 
building rehabilitation or establish overarching resource conflicts that require removal of this contributing 
structure to the NHLD. 

The TiTJst has established that rehabilitation of Building 1801 is economically feasible. Building removal 
would therefore have to be predicated on establishment of other resource requirements that are of such an 
overarching importance as to outweigh the need to "minimize harm" to the NHLD. 

HR-4. Interpretation of Nike Missile Facility and Marine Cemetery 

SPUR wished to acknowledge the important historic resources of the site, including the Nike Missile 
facility and the Marine Cemetery. "Enhanced interpretive programs would make their historic 
significance more accessible to residents and visitors alike, and would increase the quality of visitor 
experience at the Park as a whole." One individual preferred complete removal of Landfill 8 and 
restoration of the Marine Cemetery through the use of signage/markers/fencing to honor the cemetery and 
its occupants. The same individual also wanted to see the Nike Missile facihty interpreted. At the public 
hearing held to receive public coinment on the Draft SEIS for the project, the president of the Fort Point 
and Presidio Historical Association expressed gratitude to the Trust for its commitment to interpret the 
Nike Missile facility and conveyed that the Alameda County-based Nike Society is "ready, willing and 
able to proceed... with consulting on that interpretation." 

Response HR-4 - The Trust appreciates the comment and plans to undertake the interpretation of 
resources described (see the last bullet in Section 2.1, Characteristics Shared by the Alternatives). 
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1.10 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES (AR) 



I 



AR-1. Potential Effect on A rchaeofogical Resources 

The CCSF requested that the amount of excavation for the underground parking associated with 
Alternative 2 should be set out for a truer picture of the potential effects. "Without knowing if the 
excavation is 10 ft. by 10 ft. by 1 ft. or 1 00 ft. by 100 ft. by 100 ft., there is nothing to validate the 
characterization of the impact as slightly greater than the Requested No Action Alternative which does 
not have any excavation proposed at all." 

Response AR-I - As stated in Section 3. 1 0.2 of the SEIS, excavation of the underground garage 
associated with Alternative 2 would require removal of about 1 0,000 cubic yards of excess soil, some of 
which could be reused elsewhere on the site for landscaping or other purposes. Because the garage would 
use existing basements of the non-historic wings, the only newly excavated area would lie between the 
foundations of the wings, outside of the area currently occupied by the one-story loggia proposed for 
removal. This undisturbed area is estimated at about 8,640 square feet. No significant archaeological 
resources arc predicted in this area, and unanticipated fmds would be addressed in a manner consistent 
with the Trust's Prograinmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
and mitigation measures included in the SEIS (See Section 3.4.3). 

1.11 AIR QUALITY AND NOISE (AQ) 

AQ-1. Estimates of Air Quality' Impacts and Contaminants 

The CCSF maintained that because so much of the air quality analysis is tied to the levels of traffic 
predicted, the limitations of the SEIS traffic analysis will also lead to inaccurate estimates of air quality 
impacts and contaminants related to traffic. 

Response AQ-1 - Revised traffic data including updated trip generation rates and existing traffic 
conditions reflecting October 2005 traffic counts, the most recent transit ridership information, and a 
planning horizon year of 2025 are used in the revised air quality analysis. The analysis of air quality 
impacts includes the Requested No Action Alternative and updated assumptions for other alternatives, 
including the Trust's revised Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). The models used in the calculation of 
air quality impacts have also been updated (URBEMIS version 7.4.2 has been updated to version 8.7.0). 

AQ-2. Comparison of Carbon Monoxide (CO) Emissions 

The EPA desired to sec the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) recommended 
significance level of CO emissions per day included in the SEIS to allow comparison with the estimated 
weekday emissions of each alternative. They noted that the construction emissions are not expected to 
exceed 100 tons per year for these pollutants. The CCSF asked why there is no variation between the 
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one-hour and eight-hour average CO values among the alternatives and the alternatives with variants 
when Table 19 shows some substantial differences in pounds per day among the alternatives. The CCSF 
also asked what year the predicted values were for. 

Response AQ-2 - The BAAQMD recommends using a threshold for CO of 550 pounds per day (lb/day) 
as a preliminary test of significance under the California Enviromncntal Quality Act (CEQA). This is a 
trigger level for examining localized CO concentrations. Ahhough none of the alternatives would exceed 
the 550 lb/day CO level, as shown by Table 1 9, the Draft SEIS included estimates of localized CO 
concentrations in Table 18, and the notes in Table 19 have been revised to show the threshold. 

Localized one-hour CO values m Table 18 include the concentrations caused by the peak hour traffic 
tlirough an intersection combined with the background ambient concentration. The bulk of the total CO 
concentration is dominated by the background concentration rather than the concentrations caused by 
local traffic. Variations in local traffic may add about 50 percent more than the background to the 
localized conditions, but this contribution docs not vary substantially among alternatives. For most 
intersections, peak hour traffic does not vaiy more than 10 percent among alternafives. Because the level 
of peak hour traffic varies so httle among alternatives, and because the local traffic is a minor component 
of the total CO relative to the background concentration, the total CO values do not vary notably among 
the alternatives. Regional CO emissions Hsted in Table 19 are based on daily traffic levels, which vary 
more than peak hour traffic. 

The locahzed CO values in Table 18 are predicted for the traffic planning horizon year (revised from 
2020 in the Draft SEIS to 2025), which is shown in the revised table. 

AQ-3. Mitigation of Construction Emissions 

The EPA noted that the Draft SEIS includes a dust mitigation plan but no information is given regarding a 
constmction emissions mitigation plan. They recommended that the SEIS address the feasibility of 
mitigating construction emissions. 

Response AQ-3 - The Trust welcomes EPA's recommendation. In response to the conmient, a new 
mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure NR-23 Construction Equipment Exhaust Measures) has been 
added to the Final SEIS. 

AQ-4. Potential Impact on Point Reyes National Seashore 

The EPA noted that the Point Reyes National Seashore is a Federal Class I area and has additional 
protection from air impacts under the Clean Air Act. They recoimncndcd thai the SEIS include a 
discussion of the impact, if any, on increased air pollution to Point Reyes National Seashore. 

Response AQ-4 -- The historic air quality conditions at the NPS Point Reyes North District Ranger 
Station are portrayed in the PTMP EIS (page 126). Because Point Reyes is generally upwind of pollution 
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sources, it has superior air quality. The nearest point within the Point Reyes National Seashore is 
approximately ten miles (16 kilometers) to the northwest, and generally upwind, of the PHSH district. 

Construction-phase emissions would be of limited duration and quantity, and the longer-term emissions 
associated with occupation and use of the alternatives would not adversely affect regional or localized air 
quality. Table 19 shows that emissions of each alternative would be well below SO lb/day (less than 14.4 
tons per year) of reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PMio). 
These emissions would mainly occur from mobile sources, and they would not be subject to federal 
permitting requirements for protecting air quality-related values (including visibility). However, for 
comparison, the emissions &om the alternatives would not qualify as significant according to the federal 
stationary-source permitting program for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) [40 CFR 
52.21(b)(23)]. Because of the limited emissions of each alternative and the generally upwind and 
relatively distant location of the Point Reyes National Seashore, no adverse impact on air quality-related 
values (including visibihty) is anticipated to occur. 

AQ-5. Federal Standards for Fine Particulate Matter 

The CCSF noted that there are additional federal standards for fine particulate matter, i.e., PM2.5. They 
asked that the SEIS discuss these values and how the alternatives relate to these standards. 

Response AQ-5 - The federal designations for PM2.5 attainment were established in 2005. The San 
Francisco Bay Area was found to attain the federal PM2.5 standards, and this infonnation has been 
updated and included in the Final SEIS. The most recent regional air quality attaiimient plan was updated 
by the BAAQMD in January 2006, and although it addresses ozone, it also indirectly helps to manage 
PM2.5. Despite the fact that the BAAQMD is not required to develop an attainment strategy specifically 
forPM7.5, the control of ozone precursors specified by the ozone plan will consequently help to control 
the reactions that lead to fonnation of secondary PM2.5 in the atmosphere. The BAAQMD has not yet 
developed recommendations on how to quantify or characterize PM2.5 impacts. However, none of the 
alternatives are anticipated to adversely affect PM2.5 concentrations because I) the alternatives would be 
consistent with the local ozone plan for attainment, which addresses precursors to both ozone and PM2.5 
formation; and 2) none of the alternatives would cause significant emissions of any pollutant including 
PMu), which includes PM2.5 as a subset. 

AQ-6. Characterization of Noise Levels within Alternatives 2 and 3 

RPN doubted the Draft SEIS conclusion that the evening and weekend noise for Alternative 3 would 
likely be similar to Alternative 2. They suggested that the conclusion defies common sense and lacks 
supporting data given the differential in tenant population and traffic. 

Response AQ-6 - Alternative 3 would involve a residential population equivalent to that of the revised 
Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 would mainly be distinguished by a lack of the office and educational 
uses that would occur under Alternative 2 . Traffic for daily and peak hour conditions and parking 
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demand on weekends under Alternative 3 would be about 90 percent of that under Alternative 2. Because 
the amount of evening and weekend noise caused by office and educational uses is expected to be small, 
noise levels during these limes would tend to be dominated by the residential population. The text of the 
Final SETS has been revised to clarify that Alternative 3 would cause less daytime noise than Alternative 
2 because of the lack of the office and educational uses, but, as in the Draft SETS, the similar residential 
populations between the alternatives would lead to similar evening and weekend noise levels. 

AQ-7. General Construction/Demolition Emissions 

Caltrans referred to the text in the Draft SEIS and asked the Trust to explain how the short-term 
construction emissions would be higher than without the access variant. 

Response AQ-7 - The summary in Table 2 {Draft SEIS, page 1 5) has been corrected to state that the 
variant would cause a higher level of short-term constmction emissions, primarily due to the additional 
earthwork, grading, paving, and signal installation that would be needed to create the new lanes. 

1.12 UTILITIES AND SERVICES (UT) 

UT-1. SFFD Involvement 

The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) asked that they be involved in monitoring the progress of the 
project to ensure that life safety and response issues are adequately presented and addressed. Their 
particular concerns included the hydrant system, building and fire code compliance, and apparatus access, 
such as fire lane access within the project site. 

Response UT-1 - Comment noted. As discussed on pages 188 and 189 of the Draft SEIS, the Presidio 
Fire Department, and not the SFFD, is the authority having jurisdiction within the Presidio. The SFFD 
would only provide assistance when possible in accordance with the terms of its mutual aid agreement 
with the Presidio Fire Department, and such assistance is not mandatory (i.e., if SFFD apparatus and 
persoimel are not available to respond to a call by the Presidio Fire Department, they would not be 
dispatched). In the past ten years, assistance has only been requested two times. Thus, project impacts on 
SFFD day-to-day operations would be negligible. The SFFD is invited and encouraged to meet and 
discuss with the Presidio Fire Department any detailed plans and procedures of operations necessaiy to 
effectively address their concerns regarding fii'e prevention and suppression within the PHSH area. Also 
refer to Response to Comment UT-2 below. 

UT-2. New Fire Station 

The SFFD supported a new fire station located in the southern area of the Presidio. They suggested that a 
new fire station would allow National Fire Protection Agency standard response times to be met when the 
Presidio Fue Department responded to emergency incidents. NAPP requested that the Final SEIS address 
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the environmental impact of an additional fire station. An individual asked whether there is a "hook and 
ladder" tmck within the Presidio long enough to reach the top of Building 1801. 

Response UT-2 - The need for additional Presidio Fire Department equipment and staff in the southern 
portion of the Presidio is identified on pages 195 and 196 of the Draft SETS and is addressed in Mitigation 
Measure CO- 12 Expansion of Public Safety Services. At a minimum, the Trust would provide space 
within an existing building at Wherry Housing or the PHSH district to house an on-duty staff of two 
firefighter/paramedic positions and a paramedic (ALS) ambulance. If these additions are not deemed 
sufficient to improve response times, the Tmst will work with the Presidio Fire Department to identify 
and implement additional expansions in personnel and equipment as waiTantcd. In addition, prior to 
building rehabilitation, constmction documents and shop drawings will be submitted, reviewed, and 
approved by Presidio Fire Department fire inspector as part of a life safety evaluation. Construction 
documents will include all fire prevention requirements for the proposed use, including an automatic fire- 
extinguishing (i.e., sprinkler) system and fire alarm systems to minimize the need for speciahzed 
apparatus and equipment such as a "hook and ladder" tmck. Shop drawings will be required to comply 
with the minimum requirements of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Fire Codes and Life 
Safety Codes. The water supply and delivery system will be designed and maintained to provide sufficient 
flows to operate tire sprinkler systems and fire hydrants. The Presidio Fire Department fire inspectors 
will inspect construction in progress and provide life safety inspection of subsequent occupancy and 
public education to reduce fire loss. 

UT-3. Revisions to CCS F Streets 

The CCSF requested specific information about proposed revisions to the public right-of-way, including 
proposed revisions to City streets, sidewalks, or medians. The CCSF also sought assurance that the 
project would not result in conditions that could cause flooding to neighboring City streets, sidewalks, or 
structures. 

Response UT-3 - hi order to provide the one-way couplet at the 14^' and 1 5* Avenue Gates, some 
signage and striping would likely be needed on 15'^ Avenue immediately south of the gate. If the 
mitigation measures proposed for the two-way stop-controlled intersections of Lake Strect/14^ Avenue 
and California Street/14"' Avenue arc desired by the CCSF, signage and striping would also be necessai^ 
to implement the right-turn only restrictions. 

Flooding is not currently an issue in the nearby neighborhood. As drainage patterns would remain 
essentially the same, and less than one-third of the district would remain occupied by buildmgs, paving, 
and other hardscape, hydrologic conditions within the city would not be affected by the project. 

UT-4. Adequacy of CCSF Sewer System and Treatment Plant Capacities 

The CCSF and NFS requested additional analyses to demonstrate the Draft SETS assumptions of adequate 
sewer system and treatment plant capacities. The CCSF asked that the SETS address the potential impact 
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any increase in storm water flow from the project site to the City's combined sewer system may have on 
the number or volume of combined sewer discharges. "The analyses should evaluate the capacity of the 
existing PHSH District sanitaiy sewer mains, the amount of storm water infiltration expected from the 
area, the amount of storm water mnoff the Project will generate, and the conditions under which the 
estimated sanitary and storm water flows will contribute to combined sewer discharges from the SFPUC 
west-side sewer system. An evaluation of historical sewer capacity problems when previous use of the 
site was at a maximum, historical sanitary flow volume, and the estimated average sanitaiy flow rate from 
this site at project completion" should be determined. 

Response UT-4 - In response to the comment, the wastewater and stoim drainage analysis in the Draft 
SEIS was expanded to include a comparison of the runoff projections included in the planning for the 
City's Riclimond Transport project with current runoff projections for the PHSH district. This analysis 
concluded that the PHSH district was included in the planning for the Richmond Transport Project. The 
City's 1971 Master Plan for Wastewater Management, which served as the basis for the Richmond 
Transport Project, assigned an average mnoff coefficient of 0.54 for the area tributary to the Richmond 
Transport (which includes the PHSH district). The 1971 Master Plan resulted in an estimated peak flow 
of 1 5 .4 cubic feet per second (cfs) compared to the resultant peak flow of 11 .4 cfs using the 1 994 Presidio 
StoiTn Water Management Plan. Both estimates were based on a 10-year, 30-minute storm with an 
intensity of 0.67 inch per hour. This confirms that there is sufficient capacity in the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) system to accommodate runoff from the PHSPI district without increasing 
combined sewer discharges over planned levels. All alternatives would include storm water reduction 
measures described in Mitigation Measure UT-7 Stonn Water Rechiclion, which include limiting 
imperaous surfaces and other infiltration techniques. Additionally, during design infrastructure upgi'ades 
to the PHSH district, areas of infiltration to the sewer system will be addressed and other storm water 
minimization measures will be identified (sec Response to Comment OT-1), which would further reduce 
impacts on the SFPUC west-side sewer system. 

UT-5. Water Supply and Demand 

The SFPUC asserted that its San Francisco Urban Water Management Plan projection of Presidio daily 
water demand of one million gallons per day (mgd) is not a guaranteed water allocation for the Presidio 
and may need to be revised downward. 

Response UT-5 - The SFPUC's comments are noted. The Trust is a retail water customer of the SFPUC. 
As such, it is vital that Presidio water demands are incorporated into the SFPUC's regional water demand 
planning. The Trust cun'ently purchases supplemental water from the SFPUC when the Trust's local 
supplies are not sufficient to meet peak demands. As the Trust implements proposed land uses, 
restoration efforts, demolition, and other activities consistent with the PTMP, the Trust will continue to 
rely on the SFPUC for a portion of the Presidio's water needs. The Presidio's projected water demands 
will vary over the course of the year from 0.75 to 1 .93 million gallons per day (mgd), with a projected 
amiual consumption of approximately 445 million gallons resulting in an average daily demand of 
approximately 1 .22 mgd. The Trust's on-site supplies (Lobos Creek) typically supply between 0.7 and 
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1.6 mgd after accounting for minimum flows to support riparian habitat. In addition to Lobos Creek 
supplies, the TiTist is developing an on-site recycled water system that will provide up to 0.5 mgd of 
recycled water to offset inigation demands. 

The Tmst is also taking measures to control water demands. These include installing water meters on 
buildings, billing tenants for usage, requiring that lovs'-flow fixtures be installed as buildings are 
renovated, and installing efficient irrigation systems where landscaping is irrigated. 

The Trust is committed to providing potable water to the park, protecting water resources and water 
quahty, and conserving water. To this end. Trust staff are available to the SFPUC and wish to participate 
in its water planning efforts to provide timely and effective exchange of infoiination in order to help 
ensure that these commitments are fulfilled (and also to identify opportunities to achieve mutual goals). 

1.13 HYDROLOGY, WETLANDS, AND WATER QUALITY (HY) 

HY-1. Impact of Mitigation Measures 

The CCSF suggested that mitigation measures themselves could yield environmental impacts, particularly 
with respect to installation of storm water drainage system upgrades and slope stabilization. They said a 
detailed description of mitigations is needed to evaluate effectiveness or side effects of the mitigations. 

Response HY-l - The requested evaluation would be based on pure conjecture, as detailed site design 
information will be unavailable until after the environmental review process is completed. Nevertheless, 
the best management practices (BMPs) outlined under Mitigation Measure NR-15 in Section 3.11.3 of the 
Final SEIS that would be required to be implemented as part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) provide sufficient information describing how discharges of storm water would be 
controlled to ensure that erosion and sedimentation would be reduced and adverse effects on water 
quality, including "possible side effects," would be minimized. 

1.14 BIOLOGY (BI) 

Bl-1. Impacts on California Quail 

The Golden Gate Audubon Society and various individuals mamtained that increased traffic, noise, night 
lighting, and garbage associated with Alternative 2 would threaten to "undo the years of effort that have 
gone into bringing back the California quail." They urged that the reduction in human use that would 
result from selecting Alternative 3 as the PrcfciTcd Alternative would significantly reduce the impacts of a 
project located in such close proximity to quail habitat. 

Response BI-1 - While the EIS preparers disagree with the conclusion reached by the commenters (as the 
Califomia quail population would be protected under Mitigation Measure NR-9 Wildlife and Wildlife 
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Habitat), proposed human use associated with residential development within the PHSH complex under 
the revised Alternative 2 would be sufficiently reduced to those levels previously analyzed under 
Alternative 3. 



BI-2. Prohibition on Pets 

The NFS requested that the Final EIS clarify whether the ownership and/or maintenance of pets and/or 
feral cats on the premises will be prohibited. "Will residents in the project area be allowed to own pets of 
any kind? Will the feeding of feral cats or wildlife be prohibited?" 

Response BI-2 - The feeding of stray or feral cats and wildlife is prohibited park-wide. Restiictions on 
all pets would apply to any residences on the upper plateau (Battery Caulfield). On the lower plateau (the 
FHSH complex), Trust pet agreements and pet policies (as the Trust may amend from time to time at its 
discretion) would be implemented as addendums to residential leases. The pet agreements include 
seeking appropriate remedies for violations such as removing the pet from the Presidio or terminating the 
lease. 



1.15 ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION (ER) 

ER-1. Remediation of Contaminated Sites 

The CCSF stated that the Draft SEIS should provide additional information regarding the environmentally 
contaminated sites within the project area. They requested specific information including 1) what 
contaminated materials may exist on each site, 2) which federal or state entities will have oversight of the 
remediation, 3) the timing of remediation activities, 4) monitoring and reporting requirements, and 5) a 
plan for addressing unanticipated contamination of a site. They continued: "[t]his Project cannot be 
constmctcd and occupied without completion of the remediation activities, yet the Draft SEIS defers all 
provision of tangible mformation regarding the contaminated sites until an unspecified process in the 
future. The Draft SEIS must characterize the hazardous materials and evaluate the potential impacts from 
construction of the Project and the remediation activities. The Draft SEIS should also provide more 
detailed and specific information to the public about the process of remediation to allow meaningful input 
at that time." 

Response ER-1 - As stated in the Section 2.2, Related Activities Common to All Alternatives, the 
ongoing and previously planned improvements at these sites, including the remediation of Landfill 10, 
will occur in accordance with Trust's current schedule "regardless of whether the proposed action 
proceeds" and therefore the proposed action in the SEIS is not dependent on remediation activities on the 
five referenced sites in and near the PHSH district. As further described in Section 2.2. 1 , Remediation 
Activities, the timing and implementation of the remediation projects in and near the PHSH district ai'e 
being planned so as to minimize interference with the PHSH project and reduce impacts on the 
neighborhood to the maximum extent possible. Information on the potential impacts of the remediation 
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actions at these sites, to the extent they are known and reasonably related to the project, are described in 
detail in the SEIS {see, e.g., Sections 3.2.2.8, 3.2.2.9, 3.3.2.2 through 3.3.2.5, 3.3.2.7, and 3.5.2.7; see 
also Response to Comment ER-2). Additionally, the mitigation measures described in the SETS fully 
address and reduce any potential impacts of the project as they relate in any way to the remediation 
activities at these sites (refer to Section 3.1 ] .3, Mitigation Measures). Comprehensive infoiination 
regarding the planned remediation activities at these sites has been made available to CCSF and other 
members of the pubHc through the Presidio's independent decision-maldng process that includes formal 
public notice, review, and comment. As stated in the SEIS, final remedies for these sites will be subject 
to additional public participation and comment prior to remedy implementation (see Section 2.2.1). 
Further follow-up by the public regarding these sites, including the nature of hazardous materials present, 
timing for remediation, involvement of resource agencies with jurisdiction, and monitoring and reporting 
requirements, may be addressed at that time. For more infoimation regarding these sites, see also Revised 
Feasibility Study for the Main Installation Sites (Presidio Trust 2003d) and Landfills 8 and 10 Feasibility 
Study Report (Erler & Kalinowski, Inc. 2005). 

ER-2. Impact on Lobos Creek from Landfill 10 

The CCSF asserted that the presence of hazardous materials on the PHSH site at Landfill 10 is only 
mentioned tangentially in the discussion of hydrology, wetlands, and water quality. The CCSF contended 
that because of the adjacency of Lobos Creek, a source of water supply for the [Trust] and NPS, this is a 
critical element for any environmental impact discussion and this discussion is missing from the SEIS. "A 
section should be added to the SEIS to characterize the hazardous materials and evaluate the potential 
impacts from all the alternatives. . ." They continued: "[t]he SEIS acknowledges the potential for 
contamination of the Lobos Creek watershed, but provides no specific infomiation about how to protect 
against the contamination. , ." And concluded: "[t]he mitigation measures themselves could yield 
environmental impacts, particularly with respect to installation of storm water drainage system upgrades 
and slope stabilization. Because the SEIS does not provide any detailed description of the measures to be 
undertaken, it is impossible to evaluate either the effectiveness of the mitigation measures or possible side 
effects of the measures." 

Response ER-2 ~ To the extent necessary, information regarding the environmental conditions at Landfill 
1 and mitigation measures to address potential effects on water quality associated with Landfill 1 are 
discussed in Section 3.11, Hydrology, Wetlands, and Water Quality and other sections in the SEIS. The 
SEIS includes mitigation measures to adequately eliminate any potcnfial effects on water quality, 
including potential degradation of surface and groundwater quality due to runoff. The mitigation 
measures identified include maintenance of existing and new drains and culverts to ensure that runoff is 
not altered or diverted toward Landfill 10 or the Lobos Creek watershed and groundwater basin (see 
generally Section 3.11.3, Mitigation Measures, and specifically Mitigation Measure NR- 1 5 Water 
Resources Best Management Practices: "[d]ue to the presence of hazardous waste underlying the large 
parking area west of the PHSH, the diversion of subsurface drainage around the underground parking 
facility will not divert toward Landfill 10"). In addition to the implementation of water resources best 
management practices, the implementation of a Stomi Water Pollution Prevention Plan will further reduce 
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any potential effects to water quality (see generally Section 3.11 .3). For additional information regarding 
the planned remediation activities in the PHSH district, including the remediation of Landfill 10, sec 
Sections 2.2 and 2.2.1. See also Revised Feasibility Study for the Main Installation Sites (Presidio Trust 

2003d). 

A separate section to further characterize environmental conditions within the PHSH district to evaluate 
the potential impacts from all alternatives is not necessary or required. The potential impacts associated 
with each alternative, including Alternative 2, are adequately discussed in the SEIS and will be avoided or 
mitigated. For further information regarding remediation activities on sites in and near the PHSH district, 
sec Response to Comment ER-1. 

The SEIS includes mitigation measures that would minimize adverse effects on the Lobos Creek 
watershed and groundwater basin, including eliminating any potential degradation of water quality due to 
mnoff. Among the mitigation measures identified is the maintenance of existing and new drains and 
culverts to ensure that runoff is not altered or diverted toward Landfill 10 or toward Lobos Creek (see 
Mitigation Measure NR-15 Water Resources Best Management Practices in Section 3.11.3 for more 
information). With respect to Alternative 2, any alteration to the existing basement structure in the 
vicinity of Building 1801 and Landfill 10 will be completed in a way that prevents alteration of 
subsurface groundwater flow. Further, "[d]ue to the presence of hazardous waste underlying the large 
parking area west of the PHSH, the diversion of subsurface drainage around the underground parking 
facility will not divert toward Landfill 10" (see Mitigafion Measure NR-15). 

1.16 OTHER TOPICS (OT) 

OT-1. Sustainable Technologies 

The SFPUC encouraged the Trust to include in the SEIS project-specific sustainable technologies that 
address the use of recycled water, minimize storm water runoff, and incorporate storage and reuse. SPUR 
expressed interest in the applicant's intention stated in the SEIS to incorporate sustainable development 
and building practices leading to a Leadership in Energy and Envii'onmcntal Design (LEED) rating. 

Response OT-1 - The requested project- and alternative-specific information cannot be made available 
earlier than the design phase (i.e., lOO-pereent construction documents), as the Tmst will not select a 
private development partner that will develop the sustainable measures until after the environmental 
review process is completed and the Record of Decision is signed. Nonetheless, both development teams 
have expressed a keen mterest in green design and LEED certification. For a discussion of impacts on 
SFPUC water and wastewater systems, refer to Section 3.9, Utilities and Services. 
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1.17 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS (EP) 

i 

EP- 1 . Concurrent Negotiations with the Private Development Team 

RPN believed that the concuiTcnt negotiations with the private development team have "clouded what 
otherwise should be a clear cut decision to select Alternative 3" and have "effectively dictated the end 
result." RPN asserted that the Trust still prefers Forest City's proposal for 400,000 square feet of 
development and that the Trust "had already made up its mind." 

Response EP-l - The NEPA requires only that the Trust not take any action that would preclude the 
choice of other alternatives (40 C.F.R. Sections 1502.2(f), 1506.1(a)). The NEPA docs not require that all 
plarming be suspended during the EIS process. The Trust identified Alternative 2 as the Prefened 
Alternative, and entered negotiations with Forest City as the development team submitting a proposal 
generally conforming to this alteiiiative. Although the Trust has begun negotiations with Forest City, 
these negotiations no more commit the Trust to Alternative 2 than the RFQ committed the Trust to pursue 
development at all. No actions have been taken that prevent the Trust from ultimately using one of the 
alternative scenarios, or that otherwise commit the Trust to accepting Forest City's proposal. The Trust 
has demonstrated that it is not wedded to a certain outcome by the fact that it has revamped Alternative 2 
in response to conmients. 

In order to streamline the proposed project, the Trust has begun negotiations with Forest City to test the 
bidder's willingness to adhere to the maxunum extent to the Planning Guidelines and to the project's 
purpose and need. Thus, the Trust was not precluding the selection of any of the other alternatives, 
merely indicating the one that in the Trust's judgment would best fulfill its statutory mission and 
responsibilities subject to the completion of the NEPA process. If there were any problems with 
proceeding with the Forest City proposal, whether environmental concerns or unrelated logistical 
disagreements, the Trust would be fi'ee to begin discussions with other project developers pursuant to the 
same SEIS. Accordingly, contrary to any perception otherwise, the Trust has made no fmal decision 
before havmg completed the NEPA process for the PHSH project being studied in this SEIS. 

EP-2. Project Approvals 

CCSF commented that the Draft SETS lacks information about the process for reviewing and approving 
the project and how the public will have input into the decision-making process. 

Response EP-2 - In response to the comment, the requested information is provided in the Final SEIS. 
The Tnist will circulate this Final SEIS for at least 30 days before making a decision on the proposed 
action, and will hold a public hearing to receive comments during this time period. Although there is no 
requirement for the Trust to respond to conuncnts received on the Final SEIS, the Tmst will consider 
these coiTimeuts before making a decision on the proposed action. 
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The Tnist will determine whether the Final SEIS meets the standards for EIS adequacy under the NEPA, 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations, and its own NEPA regulations (36 CFR 
1010), and will make a fmal decision on the proposed action in a Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD 
will be a written public record explaining why the Tiiist has taken a particular course of action and will 
describe: 

The decision on the proposed action; 

Factors considered in making the decision; 

Alternatives considered and the environmentally prefeiTcd alternative; 

Any adopted mitigation measures or reasons why mitigation measures were not adopted; and 

A monitoring and enforcement program for those mitigation measures that were adopted. 

The ROD will enable the Trust to move forward to implement the proposed action. However, before any 
on-site demolition or construction activity begins, implementation will involve a complex preparatory 
development process that includes: 

• Negotiating a development agreement that establishes conditions to the parties' obligation to enter 
into a long-term lease agreement and that addresses matters including deconstruction, demolition, 
abatement of hazardous materials, necessaiy permits and approvals, and other on-site preparation 

issues; 

• Negotiating a ground lease that establishes appropriate terms and conditions for the long-term use of 

the site; 

• Performing preliminary site investigation work such as due diligence investigations for 
environmental, archaeological, and otlicr site-related matters; 

• Securing any necessary permits and approvals; 

• Soliciting, through competitive contracting procedures, demolition and construction contractors and 
negotiating applicable contract terms; and 

• Preparing architectural design documents, consulting with historic preservation agencies, and seeking 
pubUc input at periodically scheduled public meetings. 

The Tiiist currently employs a design and construction review process as part of its permit issuance 
procedures for building and landscape rehabilitation projects. This review process ensures both code 
compliance as well as compliance with The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties. The design review process for rehabilitation of buildings at the PHSH district will 
largely follow the design and construction permit review process already in place, with the exception of 
creating more opportunities for public input in the design phase. 
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EP-3. Adhering to Local Regulations and City Involvement 

PAR pointed out that the Trust has not considered or acknowledged the Congressional mandate that all 
federal projects be in comphance with 40 U.S.C. §33 1 2 (c). "Under this section, 'any project for 
construction or alteration of a building' by a federal agency shall 'be constructed or altered only after 
consideration of all requirements {except procedural requirements) of the following laws of the State or a 
political subdivision of a State, which would apply to the building if it were not a building constructed or 
altered by a federal agency: 1) zoning laws; and 2) laws relating to landscaping, open space, minimum 
distance of a building from the property line, maximiun height of building, historic prcsei-vation, esthetic 
qualities of a building and other similar laws.' 40 U.S.C. §3312 (d) also requires the federal agency to 
cooperate with State and local officials to consult to review the project, and to meet the requirements set 
forth in the previous sections. Thus in 'preparing plans for the building, [the federal agency] shall consult 
with appropriate officials of the State or political subdivision of a State, or both, m wliich the building 
will be located."' 

One individual "can't stress enough the importance of working with the city. . . in realizing a final plan. 
This will allow for a plan that sei-ves all parties involved and allow for a more harmonious relationship in 
future Presidio Trust sanctioned projects." At the public hearing held on the Draft SEIS, NAPP also 
indicated that it was "essential" for the Trust to work more closely with the city, and serve as a "model for 
cooperative land use. . ." 

Response EP-3 - Throughout the PHSH environmental review process, the Tmst has fostered an open 
relationship with the CCSF and other local entities. A number of state and local agencies were consuhed 
during the NEPA process as outlined in Section 4.3. Comments received from the CCSF and other public 
agencies were incorporated into the Final SEIS. Local land uses, residential densities, and fliture trends 
have been integrated into the environmental analysis. However, the specific provisions of 40 U.S.C. § 
33 12 do not apply to the rehabilitation and reuse of the PHSH district of the Presidio for several reasons, 
including the fact that the proposed action is "on land used in connection with federal programs for 
agricultural, recreational, and conservation purposes" (40 U.S.C. Section 3301(a){5)(C)(iv)). 
Nonetheless, the Trust has considered state and local zoning laws, and laws related to such areas as 
landscaping, historic preservation, aesthetic qualities, and other similar laws in the alternatives analyzed. 
The Trust will continue to work with the CCSF to achieve mutual goals and to minimize possible 
conflicts between Trust activities and CCSF policies. 
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2.1 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 




United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Washington, DC 2024U 




Take pride" 
in^m erica 



: I 9 



ER 04/774 



Mr. Jolm Pelka 

NEPA Compliance Manager 

34 Graham Street, P.O. Box 29052 

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052 

Dear Mr. Pelka: . ■ 

This is in regard to the Department of the Interior's review of the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Public Health Service Hospital at the Presidio of San 
Francisco, San Francisco County, California. 

This is to inform you that the Department may have comments, but will be unable to reply within 
the allotted time. Please consider this letter as a request for an extension of time in which to 
comment. 

Our comments, if any, should be available by November 22, 2004. 

Sincerely, 



%~j<: Kj. fl^. 



Vijai N. Rai 

Team Leader, Natural Resources 

Management 
Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Golilai Gatt; National Recreation Area 
Fort Mnsoii, Saii Francisco, Califbfnin 94i 23 



iNKr.i'ivurrFRTO; 

L76 (GOGA-PLAN) 

NOV 1 -ym 

Mr. Craig Middleton 
Executive Director 
Presidio Trust 
34 Graham Street 

San Francisco. CA 94129 



Dear Mpi^Iiddleton: 



Re: Public Health Service Hospital Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

Tlie preservation and reuse of the Public Health Service Hospital (PHSH) is a vision that tlte 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) shares with the Presidio Trust and will 
continue to support. After a thorough review of the development alternatives presented in the 
Presidio Trust's Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the PHSH site, the 
National Park Service expresses its strong preference for Alternative 3: No hifill. Some of the 
reasons for this position follow. 

■ Alternative 3, which proposes removal of building 1 801 's non-historic wings, achieves the 
highest level of consistency with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings {36 CFR 67) which 
recommends, as the preferred course of action, recovery of important character defining 
elements of the liistoric structure. We believe that the facade ofbuilding 1801 is one of 
the most important character defining elements that could be recaptured in a rehabilitation 
project. Alternative 3 provides tlie opportunity to an'est the deterioration of the buildings 
without adverse effects to the National Historic Landmark District. 

• GGNRA is concerned that the proposal in Alternative 2 to lower the non-historic wings of 
Building 1 801 would result in a hybrid of the historic structure and the 1950's additions 
that would cloud the historicity of the building and the historic structure of the district by 
adding one more overlay that diminishes the overall feelmg, association and setting of the 
NHLD character defining features. This treatment does not conform with guidance for 
rehabilitation projects provided in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Structures (36 CFR 67) Vv'hich, 
as stated above, recommends recovering important character defining elements. In 
essence, retaining and lowering the height of the wmgs is the same tiling as proposing new 
constmction on the fa9ade of the building. We believe that, in order to meet the spirit of 
the Secretary's Standards, the wings should either remain as part of the changes made to 
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the building through lime (Standard No. 4) or be removed to recapture an extremely 
important character defining element of the building. 

■ Alternative 3 improves the appearance and vitality of the PHSH district and preserves the 
natural values at the site by leaving Battery Caulfield fi'ce from fiitui'e development, 

" Alternative 3 reduces the potential for adverse impacts to the local thi'eatened quail 
population, wetland habitat, the rare dune annual habitat (including the federally 
endangered San Francisco lessingia) and the oak woodland habitat. 

■ Alternative 3 meets tire Presidio Trust's financial goals of generating a minimum of $1 
million m annual base rent in 2008 and $207 million in total revenue over the 75-year term 
of the lease to help fund preseivation and enhancement of the Presidio's natural, cultural, 
scenic and recreational resources. Alternative 3 requires the lowest initial investment, $55 
million. 

■ Alternative 3 has the shortest construction period, 17 montlis, and would therefore reduce 
constnaction related impacts to park visitors and resoui'ces as well as shorten the period of 
construction related impacts to neighboring residential communities botli inside and 
outside of the park. During construction, Alternative 3 generates fewer constaiction 
related truck trips per day tliiough the park and the sunounding neighborhoods than 
Alternative 2. 

■ Alternative 3 generates fewer vehicle trips and lower AM and PM peak traffic volumes 
tlirough the park and the surroundmg neigliborhoods than alternative 2. GGNRA supports 
investigation of measures that could further reduce the volume of traffic generated by the 
PHSH project by considering a higher level of senior independent and assisted living 
units. 

Our detailed comments (attached) voice our concern for project impacts on the National 
Historic Landmaik District and neighboring residential communities, as well as to important 
wildlife communities and natural habitats at tlie site. We are available to provide technical 
support to your efforts in accomplishing this complex and challenging task. Should you have 
any queshons or concerns, please call Rick Foster, PHSH project haison, at (415) 561-4472. 




Brian O'Neill 

General Superintehdent 



Enclosure 
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2.2 UNJTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE, SACRAMENTO FISH AND WILDLIFE OFFICE 




United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SKKVICE 

Siiciniiiciilo I'isli ami Wikililc Oltice 
2800 Collage Way, Room \V-2605 
Sai-ramcnto, {-iiliroriiiii 95825-1846 



I^■ rf:i'i.v hki-kkio: 

1-1-04-1-2530 




OCT 2 6 zm 



Memorandum 



X&: NEPA Compliance: Manager, Presidio 'lYusl, The Presidio, San Francisco, 

Calilornia (^Aiin.: John Pclka) 

From: I'-Acting Field Supervisor, Sacoimento Fish and Wildlife Office, Sacramento, 

""'California (*J-^-J--^^^ 

Subject: Draft SLipjileinental linvironmejitjil Impact Statement, Public Health Sei-vicc 

Hospilfli, The Presidio of San Francisco, Calilornia 



Tlie Service- has reviewed ihc Drall Supplenientai Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), 
dated August 2004, for the Public Health Sei-vicc Hospital located in the Presidio in San 
Francisco, California. Our oITice received the DSEIS on September 23, 2004. The DSFIS was 
developed to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the rehabiiitalion and reuse of 
buildings within the Public Health Scn.'icc Hospital (PHSH) district of The Presidio to re- 
introduce residential uses to the district and to undertake related site improvements. The DSFJS 
evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed action by supplementing and tiering from 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Presidio Trust Management Plan (PTMP). 
The U.S- Fish and Wildlife Sen'ice (Service) issued a biological opinion for the PTMP in July 
2002 (Service fde 1-1-02-F-0228). Due to time constraints the Service is unable to provide a 
comprehensive review of the DSciS; iiowcver we are providing soiiic con'.monts for 
consideration. 

The PHSH district is located on an elevated plateau that supports remnant dune patches. The 

dune patches support unique, rare and ecologically significant nali\'c plant communities and 
provide important wildlife habitat. The remnant dune area north of the hospital supports small 
colonies of the endangered San Francisco lessingia {LdsHingia genmiiionim) (lessingia). Located 
north of these remnant populations of lessingia is the Battery Caulfield area of the Presidio. 
Some ofthe alternatives proposed in the DSFIS would include housing in the Battery Caulfield 
complex. 

The DSEIS evaluaies live alternatives that dilTcr in the amount of residential use, public 
facilities, location of .some improvements, and extent ofsite improvements: the No Action 
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NEPA Compliance Manager 2. 

Alternative, the PTMP Alternative, the hifjll Alternative, the No Infill Alternative, and the 

Battery Caulfield Alternative. The No Action Alternative assumes that no reuse and 
rehabilitation of the buildings within the PHSH district would take place and current use of the 
buildings would not change. Under the PTMP Alternative, rehabilitation of the PHSH complex 
would create up to 173,000 square feet of residential, cultural, and educational uses. Also, 
17,000 square feet of existing building area on the upper plateau would be used for a mix of 
office and cultural/educational activities. The total maximum building area under this alteniative 
would be 400,000 square feet and would include 210 residential units. The Service analyzed the 
impacts of the PTMP Ahemative on the lessingia in the July 2002 PTMP biological opinion. 
The other alternatives are comprised of varying amounts of residential, cultural, and educational 
uses, thus each alternative has a different maximum building area. 

The Battery Caulfield alternative proposes construction of housing units in the Batteiy Caultield 
area. Construction would occur directly upslope of sensitive wetland plant communities and 
northwest of lessingia populations. Construction and other project related activities in the 
Battery Caulfield areas could indirectly affect lessingia populations by altering local surface 
water and groundwater flows, by releasing imgation water and/or ferdlizers, and by increasing 
the spread of non-native invasive plants. Increased presence of people in the Battery Caulfield 
area may lead to increased trampling of lessingia, particularly if off-trail use between Battery 
Caulfield and the PHSH complex were to increase. The Service believes that this alternative 
would result in greater impacts to lessingia than the other alternatives. 

Although the Sei-vice has consulted on the PTMP Alternative, we encourage The Presidio Trust 
to adopt the No Infill Alternative. This alternative would create 230 new residential units on the 
lower plateau and a total maximum building area of 275,000 square feet. Because the number of 
proposed residential units is substantially less thai:i the other alternatives (except the No Action 
Alternative), the amount of day use is less, and the amount of building area is reduced, the 
indirect effects to the lessingia would be less than effects associated with the other alternatives. 
In addition, this altemative would result in no additional development in the Battery Caulfield 
area, which would reduce potential impacts to lessingia. 

The Service supports the mitigation measures proposed in the DSEIS to reduce impacts to 
lessingia and encourages The Presidio Trust to adopt the No Infill Altemafive to further reduce 
impacts to lessingia. 

This concludes our comments on the DSEIS for the PHSH site on the Presidio. If you have any 
questions regarding our comments please contact Mary Hammer of my staff at (916) 414-6625. 



cc: 

Carl Wilcox, CDFG, Yountville, California 
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2.3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION IX 



I ^W^ s UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

\^^^^*^J REGION IX 

''' "'^''^^ 75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 



Ociober 13, 2004 

John Pelky 

NRPA Compliance Manager 

Presidio Trubi 

34 Graiiiiiii ^iti'eei 

P.O. Box 29052 

San Francisco. CA 94129-0052 

Subject; Supplemenlal Drai'l Environmcnlal Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Public Health 
Service Mospital at the Presidio of San Francisco (CEQ #040395} 

Dear Mr. Pelka: 

The Bnvironnienial Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed ihc document referenced 
above. Our review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Pans 1500-1508). and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. Oui' detailed conimcnls are enclosed, 

\Vc have rated this Supplemental Draft EIRVEIS as Lack of Objections (LO) (see enclosed 
"Summary of Rating Definilions"). The Pi'esidio Trust (Ti'usl) proposes to rehabilitate and reuse 
historic buildings within the Public Health Service Hospital (PHSW) district of the Presidio, This 
document tiers to the Final EIS for (he Presidio Trust IVlanagcmcnt Plan (PTMP), adopted in 
Augu.st 2002. EPA recognizes the Trust's multiple objectives as well as the effort to address 
priur cunt-criib aiiuclaied with i'ne pi'e\ iouii EnvirOi^.mcnial .-\,';:>c;i:>mcnl (EA) submitted fo; thi?. 
project in 2003. 

EPA provided comments on the Draft EIS and Final EIS for the PTMP in 2001 and 2002, 
respectively. Our concerns in the Draft EIS were related to air quality impacts, wetland impacts, 
and irafiic impacts. While most of ciur concerns were addressed in the Final EIS, we continued 

to request information regarding the ap|)licability of a formal conformity tletermination be 
included in subsequent NEPA documents. We are pleased to ,hcc that a discussion of the 
a|)plicabilily of this determinaiioyi has been discussed in this document. We would like to sec the 
Hay Area Air Quality Management Disirict (BAAQMD) recommended significance level of CO 
emissions per day included in the document to allow cornparision with the estimaled weekday 
emissions uf each altcmativc. We note that the con.struction emissions are not expected to 
exceed 100 tons per year for these pollutants. 

Pfinifd im Reryvh'd Fuper 
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According to the SDEIS, aJl aitematives would lead lo transit capacity problems and 
traffic congestion. Therefore, it is especially important to monitor this capacity on a regular basis 
and continue close coordination with transit authorities in order to implement mitigation 
measures. EPA is pleased with the selection of an alternative that would have fewer 
environmental impacts than the previous PTMP alternative (Alternative 1). While Alternative 3 
would offer a greater level of protection for sensitive plant and animal species and less 
construction emissions than the other aitematives, Alternative 2, in combination with proposed 
mitigation, addresses many of EPA's previous concerns regarding wetland impacts. In addition, 
EPA supports the inclusion of the Park Presidio Boulevard Access Variant. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this SDEIS. When the Final EIS is released for 
public review, please send (2) copies to the address above (mailcode: CMD-2). If you have any 
questions, please contact Summer Allen, the lead reviewer for this project. Summer can be 
reached at 415-972-3847. 



Sincerely, 




Lisa B. Hanf, Manager 
Federal Activities Office 



Main ID# 004239 

Enclosure: Detailed Comments 
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFF ENVIRONMENTAL ESIPACT 
STATEMENT FOR THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITAL AT THE PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO. 
OCTOBER 13,2004 

Air Ouulitv 

The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is in a moderate non-attainment area for ozone, 
and classified as maintenance for carbon dioxide under the Federal Clean Air Act. "^I'lie 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) considers the Basin a state-level non-attainment area for 
ozone and particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PMIO). Mitigation may be 
available to reduce the project's air emissions, including PM-10, diesel particulate matter (DPM), 
and ozone precursors loxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds]. Because of 
the air basin's non-attainment status, it is particularly important to reduce emissions from this 
project to the greatest extent feasible. 

The DEIS includes a dust mitigation plan but no information is given regaining a 
construction emissions mitigation plan. EPA has previously recommended that the following 
measures be incorporated into Construction Emissions Mitigation Plans; that equipment a) not 
idle for more than ten minutes, b) not be altered to increase engine horsepower, c) include 
particulate traps, oxidation catalysts and other suitable control devices on all construction 
equipment used at the construction site and shall use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel with a sulfur 
content of 15 ppm or less or other suitable alternative diesel fuel, unless the fuel cannot be 
reasonably procured in the geographic area, and d) be tuned to the engine manufacturer's 
specifications in accordance with a defined maintenance schedule. 

Point Reyes National Seashore is a Federal Class I area and has additional protection 
from air impacts under the Clean Air Act. Federal land managers are charged with direct 
responsibility to protect the air quality and related values (including visibility) of Class T lands 
(42 U.S.C. 7475(c)). 

Recommendations: 

The DEIS should address the feasibility of mitigating construction emissions. 
A discussion of the impact, if any, on increased air pollution to Point Reyes National 
Seashore should be included. 
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action. 
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of (he environmental impacts of the 
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACnON 

'XO" (Lack of Objections) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures tliat could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. S 

"EC" (Environ fttefiial Concerns) 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
eaviroimient Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency 
to reduce these impacts. 

"EO" (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alteniative or consideration of some other project alternative (including tlie no action alternative 
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (Environinenialfy Utisaiisfactory) 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that tliey are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
witli the lead agency to reduce tliese impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at 
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to tlie CEQ. 

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT 

Category I " (Adequate) 
EPA believes tlie draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and 
those .of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

"Catcgory 2 " (Insufficient Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts tliat should 
be avoided in order to fully protect tiie environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably 
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce 
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion 
should be included in the final EIS. 

"Category 3 " (inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that tlie draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum 
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce tlie potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions 
arc of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the 
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and tiius should be formally 
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On tlie basis of the 
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

' *From EPA Manual 1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment." 
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2.4 BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY, CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 



STA-n:n!--CAnFOKNIA -Hlj•ilNl■:SS.TTtA^^SP<mTA^10^l ANIJIIOUSINO AGIWV 



^Jt^^ol.[)■sc^i^WAl^K^ll^ti^iF.lt(;lJ.»■H.^ 



OKPARTMENTOFTItANSPORTATION 

HI GRA>Jn AVENUE 
P. 0. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 
PHONE(5I0) 286-5505 
i*AX(510)2M-55n 
rrv (800)735-2929 



Flex your poHvr! 
Be L-riiTgy i^fficit'/ll 




November 12,2004 



SF001040 
SF-1-6.17 
saw 2003082132 



Mr. John Pelka, NEPA Compliance Manager 

The Presidio Trusi 

34 Graham Streel, P. O- Box 29052 

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052 

Dear Mr. Pelka: 

Public Health Service Hospital (PHSH): Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DSEIS) 

Thank you for continuing lo include the California Deparlment of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review for the above-referenced project. We have reviewed the DSEIS and offer the 
following comments: 

Proposed New Signalized Intersection on State Route (SR) J [Pork Presidio Boulevard]: 

The Department has significant concerns over the feasibility of a new intersection on SR I. We have 
recently received the Traffic Analysis and design exception requests for this intersection but have not had 
time to review these documents. Our response to these documents will be by a separate letter. 

Specific to the DSEIS, we have the following comments regarding the proposed new intersection: 

Refer to Page 7, second paragraph, f)"' line where the report says "These impacts would occur in all 
alternatives if the Park Presidio Blvd. Access Variant is not ImpleTnented." The statement seems to 
preclude other alternatives. The Department believes that the DSEIR should not predetermine the scope of 
the "Lake Access" project. Similarly, all figures in the document show that an access lo Park Presidio 
Boulevard is predetermined. That should not be assumed. 

The report Is unclear about what sort of control, if any. is proposed within the PHSH property for vehicles 
turning right from southbound SR 1 at the proposed new intersection. In addition, it is unclear whether or 
not the street within the PHSH would have adequate capacity to accommodate the expected demand 
turning right from southbound SR I without developing a queue that extends onto southbound SR 1. The 
potential queuing of these vehicles onto southbound SR I may impact the operation of SR 1 and needs to 
be evaluated. 

"Catiram improves mohilliy acrnxs Catifornia " 
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Mr. John Pelka 
Page 2 
November 12. 2004 



Southbound SR 1 curves to the west between the tunnel and Lake Street. The stopping sight distance for 
southbound vehicles approaching the end of the queue at the proposed new intersection may not be 
adequate as a result of this curve. Has this been evaluated? 

Northbound SR 1 is relatively level between Lake Street to about 275-300 meters north of Lake Street, 
where a relatively steep ascending grade begins. Northbound vehicles stopped at the Lake Street signal 
currently use the level section to build up speed to climb the grade. The proposed new intersection would 
reduce the level section north of the last intersection by approximately half. What is the impact of 
reducing the length of this level section on the operation of northbound SR 1 vehicles as they climb the 
grade? 

The proposed new signalized intersection would create additional delay for vehicles on both northbound 
and southbound SR 1 for which there is no apparent mitigating operational benefit. What are the 
operational benefits for SR 1 traffic if the proposed new signalized intersection is constructed? 

Should it ultimately be determined, however, that the Presidio Trust could construct an intersection with 
SR I, the alternative to provide an unsignalized "right turn in/right turn out only" intersection appears to 
result in the least impact to traffic on SR I . As a condition of approval, the right turn out movement would 
have to be stop controlled and the intersection designed to current Department standards (relative to sight 
distance, lane/shoulder widths, turning radii, etc.). If these standards could not be met, exceptions from 
these standards must be obtained from our Sacramento Headquarters. 

Possible Closures at 74"* and 15'^ Avenues 

It is the Department's understanding that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors is considering a 
resolution that would close the entrances to the PHSH on 14^ and 15^ Avenues near Lake Street. What 
are the impacts on traffic patterns and operations in the project area if this resolution is passed and 
becomes operative? 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety 

Refer to Page 12, Bicycle/Pedestrian Section; page 64, second paragraph, fifth line; and Section 3.2.2.6, 
Park Presidio Access Variant, page 1 19. In each of these sections the text indicates that the proposed new 
access would improve pedestrian and bicycle safety when compared to existing conditions. The 
Department does not concur with this conclusion and would like the opportunity to review the data or 
information on which this conclusion is based. 

Is it possible that pedestrians and bicyclists could access the new development using H* or 15* Avenues? 

Air Quality 

Refer to page 15, General Construction/Demolition Emissions. Please explain how the short-term 
construction emissions would be higher than without the access variant. 

"Cahruns improves mobility across California " 
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Mr. John Pelka 
Page 3 
November 12,2004 



Water Quality 



Refer to page 23, Hydrology, Wetlands and Water Quality, under the Park Presidio column: the 
Department asks that you coordinate with Mr. Craig Cooper of the Presidio Trust relative to the diversion 
concept. 

Encroachment Permit 

Any project-related work or traffic control occurring within the State's right of way (ROW) will require 
an encroachment permit that is issued by the Department. To apply, a completed encroachment permit 
application, environmental documentation and five (5) sets of plans clearing indicating State ROW must 
be submitted to the address below; 

Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief 

Office of Permits 

California Department of Transportation, District 4 

P. O. Box 23660 

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 

Additional information on permits is available at http://www.dot.ca, gov/hq/traffops/devlopserv/permits . 

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please call Janine 
Abemathy at (510) 622-5487. 



Sincerely, 




TIMOTHY Gf SABLE 
District Branch Chief 
IGR/CEQA 

c: State Clearinghouse 
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2.5 GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE, HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 



Oclobcr UK 2004 

John Pelka 

Nli-PA Compliance Manager 

Presidio Tmsi 

34 Graham Street 

P.O. Bnx 29052 

San l-rancisco, CA 94129-0052 




GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE 

(.11 !\VAV .\ TIlANSrORTATION DISTKICT 



S* 



Ro: Draft Supplemental Emironinenty! Impact Statement (DSEIS), Public Health Service 
Hospital at the Presidio of San Francisco 

Dear Mr. Peika: 

Cjoldcn Gale Bridge, Higlnvay and Transportation IJistrici (District) lias received llie above 
riiferenced document and offers the following comments: 

Transit Trip DiHiributio n 

Trip disEribulion lor work trips by llic project residents to the Noith Bay (and olher areas) is nul 
shown. Page B3.32 of B-3-247 of Draft Technical Memorandum No. 3 to Presidio IVusl (dated 
August 10, 200']) stales, "Trips lo and it'om the project site expected to be made by transit were 
csliniatcd on tiic expected mode split discussed in leelmieal Memorandum No. 2 Travel Demand, and 
then as.signed to iransit routes based on the geographic distribution oforigiiis and destinations."' The 
geographic distribution of origins and desliuations aj-e not pretientcd- This information eould validate 
whether forecasted transit trips on Golden Gate Tt^nsit (GOT) shown on Table 6 are realistic. 

GOT Route 10 

While DSniS coirectly states GGT Route 10 "directly ser\'cs the (project) site" vvilli a bus stop on 
Park Presidio at California, the DSEIS should realize that this stop is approximately 900 feet fi'om 
Building ISOl (accortling io l-igure 9), Route 10 service is hourly, and Route 10 ofily serves a few 
communities in soutijcrn Marin County. The most Ukciy trip lo/from the project via GG'f would be 
utilizing PresidiGo serv^ice (at the project's "frant door") lo the Golden Gate Bridge loll Plaza. The 
loll plaza bus stop is served by 19 GGT bus routes with headways that are far less than 60 minutes 
and provide iransil service to many dcsllnaiions m San iTanciSCo, Marin, and Sonoma. Again, 
without the transit trip distribution info requested above, it caiinot be determined whether it is 
realistic to a.'isvmie all GGT cuslomers to/from the project will use Route 10. 

Cons t r ue lion Traffic 

Page 123 (Alternative 2) estimates the number of truck trips during construction. Altliough routing of 
these tmcks is not provided in the DSliIS, reference is made to a "Conslmctioii Traffic Management 
Plan." Disiricl requests lo be consulted during development of such a plan. 

Proicci Miliualion/TDM Pro'j;rani 

Pages 1 16 and 131 refer to "montlonng of GGT routes." Who will perform this monitoring, what 
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Letter to Mr. John Pelka Page 2 

October 20, 2004 

inibrination will be required, and how often? 

Tr anspoilation Demand Management Actions 

Page 43 references a "website with a section dedicated to information on ti'ansportation and commute 
alternatives." The Presidio Trust website presently has two shortcomings concerning GGT bus 
service in San Francisco (which serves the Presidio): 

1) GGT bus service in San Francisco changed almost a year ago. GGT route descriptions should 
be updated. 

2) GGT bus service from the toll piaza (transfer point with PresidiGo routes) to other points in 
San Francisco is not indicated. 

Please advise if District staff can assist by providing cuiTent information concerning GGT bus 
^ei-'.'ice in San Francisco. 

Park Presidio Blvd Access Variant 

DSEIS docs not clearly indicate how northbound Park Presidio traffic will acces.s the project. Will 
right turns be permitted on Lake or via the variant intersection? Based on Synchro summaries 
included in Appendix B, it appears a northbound-left (NBL) movement may be peiTnitted at the new 
variant intersection but left-turn volumes are zero (for both a.m. and p.m. peak hours). Similarly at 
the Lake Street intersection, NBL volumes are zero. 

According to these Synchro summaries, there appears to be three (or four) northbound Park Presidio 
lanes at the new variant intersection. With an immediate downstream merge to two lanes, it is not 
clear if the DSEIS has accurately portrayed northbound traffic level-of-service (LOS) at this location. 

Finally, the DSEIS reports northbound Park Presidio approach levels-of-seivice to be LOS "D" and 
"E" at Lake and California during the a.m. peak, respectively. Similarly, DSEIR reports northbound 
Park Presidio approach levels-of-service at Lake and California to be LOS "C" and "E" during the 
p.m., respectively. Given these values, it appears appropriate for the DSEIS to explain why LOS at 
the variant intereection is reported to be LOS "A" during both peak periods. 

District appx'eciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Please call Maurice Palumbo, 
Principal Planner, at (415) 257-4431 if you have questions. 

Very truly yoiirs, 

Alan ^Shradnik 
Planning Director 

e: Maurice Palumbo, Principal Planner 

l!/i'/G/MlVI're.';iilRiPIISH.l()4.il(.it: 
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2.6 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 



MAYOR GAVIN NEWSOM £y'y%iw^''^,\ CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SUPERVISOR MICHELA ALIOTO-PIER 
SUPERVISOR JAKE McGOLDRICK 



November 12,2004 

John Pclka, NHPA Compliance Manager 
Presidio JvusX 

34 Graham Street; P.O. Box 29052 
San 1-rancisco, CA Q4 1 29-0052 

Dear Mr. Pelka, 

We write to enumerate the City and County of San Francisco's comments regarding the Presidio 

Trust's Public Health Service Hospital (PHSH) Draft Supplemental Environmuntal hnpact 
Statement (Draft SEIS). First, thank you for extending the Draft SEIS comment deadline to allow 
for greater review and feedback fiom all interested parties. We are confident that robust feedback 
will better able the Trust to make an infonncd decision in their project selection and ensure a 
project with the gi'eatest neighborhood and community compatibility. 

The City's compilation of the attached comments involved a number of resources and community 
engagement. Specifically, the following City depailments reviewed and provided comments on the 
Draft SEIS: the Planning Department, the Department of Parking and Traffic, the Public Utilities 
Commission/Deparlment, the Department of Public Works, the Municipal Transportation Agency, 
and both the Police and Fire Departments, hi addition to providing us with specific comments, 
these departments participated in an October 25, 2004 public hearing before the Board of 
Supervisor's Land Use Committee. In total there were 22 speakers including 13 members of the 
public at that hearing. 

Please find attached the City's comments on the Draft SHIS. While they cover a range of issues, 
there are a few recurring themes that we heard from both the public and the City departments that 
reviewed the Draft SEIS, including: 

• The document is not "user friendly'' and docs not present infomiaticn in a readily 
understandable fonnat. 

• It is misleading in its comparison of the densities of the project alternatives and the 
surrounding area. It should include as a stated project objective or purpose, the goal 
of achieving compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood, balance with 
existing uses in the area and ensuring that necessary services and infrastructure are 
available or planned to sei-ve the project. 

• It refers in a number of places to mitigation measures that should be implemented 
by various City entities without any discussion of how the Presidio Trust will 
contribute the PHSH's pro rata share of the mitigation measures. For example, if 
the Presidio PHSITs project contributes to a traffic impact, even if it is within the 
City's street system, llie Presidio Trust shoidd pay its fair share of the mitigation. 
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CCSF Comment Letter 

November 12, 2004 

• The traffic data and methodology undei-piniiing the traffic analysis is flawed and 
misrepresenlative of historic and current traffic levels and patterns. This eiTor 
distorts projections of the likely impact of the project on future traffic in the area as 
well as its impact on noise, air quahty, public transit and other quality of life issues, 

• The analysis for the PHSH project's water supply and demand, wastewater 
treatment and disposal, as well as the storm drainage programs, is insufUcient in 
terms of its assumptions and projections. Additionally, the document lacks an 
emphasis and specific infomiation on sustainable technologies for this specific 
Project, such as recycled water, and minimizing storm water run-off and 
incorporating reuse. 

Our concerns regarding the development's impacts on the neighborhood and city services are 
serious, as articulated in the attached document. We sincerely hope that our comments, and those 
of other stakeholders, will have a tangible impact on the final project selected by the Trust. We 
expect the Trust to provide more complete and clear information about the project's impacts so that 
the City can effectively evaluate the project. 

Development of the PHSH site will have a profound effect on the San Francisco neighborhoods 
that border it, and on the City as a whole. The proposed development requires a renewed 
commitment of coordination between the Presidio Trust and the City with regard to a number of 
issues including land use, transportation, public services and utilities and fiscal impacts. We are 
available to further discuss any of our comments or issues raised in this document and hope that we 
can continue to work together to support a project that is an asset to both the Presidio and the City. 




Jack McGoldrick' 
Mayor \J Supervisor, ^J^tnct 2 / / Supervisor, District 1 



cc: Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 

Toby Rosenblatt, Presidio Tmst, Board President 
Craig Middleton, Presidio Trust, Executive Director 
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City and County of San Francisco 
i 
Comments on Draft Suppiemental Environmental Impact Statement 

for 

Presidio Trust 

Public Health Service Hospital 

November 12, 2004 

This document provides the comments of the City and County of San 
Francisco (the "City") on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement {"SEiS") analyzing the proposed project to be located on the site of 
the Public Health Service Hospital in the Presidio of San Francisco ("Project"). 
City departments, including the Planning Department, Public Utilities 
Commission, Department of Public Works, Fire and Police Departments, 
Department of Parking & Traffic, the Municipal Transportation Authority and the 
Mayor's Office have reviewed the SEIS. The comments and questions are listed 
below according to topic. 

General Comments 

1. The SEIS fails to provide the public with adequate information. The 
National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") requires that environmental 
information be made available to the public. The SEIS does not fulfill this very 
basic objective because it is difficult for the public to follow the logic and format of 
the information presented. As detailed below, tables lack basic information that 
would allow the public to assess impacts of the Project, mitigation measures are 
vague and unspecified, and little information is provided about many of the 
required environmental topics. 

2. Information from the Presidio Trust Management Plan Environmental 
Impact Statement ("PTMP EIS") is not summarized in this SEIS. NEPA 
regulations require that incorporated material be cited in the SEIS and its 
contents briefly described. Throughout the document, the information from the 
PTMP EIS is referenced but not summarized or discussed in a meaningful way. 
The reader lacks the critical information at hand to evaluate the analysis of this 
SEIS. The availability of the PTMP EIS online or at the Presidio Trust library is 
not sufficient to satisfy NEPA's requirement. 

3. The SEIS lacks clear standards for assessing the significance of the 
environmental impacts. It is thus impossible for the reader to evaluate or 
measure objectively against a standard the conclusions about the environmental 
impacts set forth in the SEIS. This is a major flaw in the SEIS that should be 
corrected. 

4. The SEIS lacks information about the process for reviewing and 
approving this Project. The SEIS should provide a detailed explanation of how 
this SEIS and Project fit in to the entire Presidio environmental and 
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implementation process. The section entitled "Next Steps" on page 7 should 
detail how the Project will be approved, if any hearing will be held before the 
Presidio Board of Trustees, and how the public will have input into the decision- 
making process. 

5. The Summary contained in the SEIS does not meet the legal 
requirements set forth in NEPA. The summary does not contain a discussion of 
areas of controversy or issues to be resolved. In fact, the reader must review in 
detail the appendices to ascertain the issues raised by reviewing agencies and 
the public. 

Purpose and Need 

The SEIS should include as a project objective or purpose the goal of 
achieving compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood, balance with the 
existing uses in the area, and ensuring that necessary City services and 
infrastructure are available to serve the Project. Achievement of these objectives 
is necessary to ensure the success of the Project and the continued livability of 
the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Remediation of Contaminated Sites 

The SEIS fails to provide any information regarding the environmentally 
contaminated sites. The only discussion of the contaminated sites and 
necessary remediation activities appears on pages 39 - 41 in the Alternatives 
section of the SEIS. There, the SEIS acknowledges that five different sites within 
the Project area are likely to be contaminated. Yet the SEIS provides no specific 
information about (i) what contaminated matehals may exist on each site, (ii) 
which federal or state entities will have oversight of the remediation (DTSC is the 
only agency named at all, mentioned in passing as an agency with some 
approval authority for Graded Area 9 Landfill), (iii) the timing of remediation 
activities, (Iv) monitoring and reporting requirements, and (v) a plan for 
addressing unanticipated contamination of a site. This Project cannot be 
constructed and occupied without completion of the remediation activities, yet the 
SEIS defers all provision of tangible information regarding the contaminated sites 
until an unspecified process in the future. The SEIS must characterize the 
hazardous materials and evaluate the potential impacts from construction of the 
Project and the remediation activities. The SEIS should also provide more 
detailed and specific information to the public about the process of remediation to 
allow meaningful input at that time. 

Land Use, l-lousing and Schools 

1 . The SEIS is very misleading in its comparison of the densities of the 
Project alternatives and the surrounding area. First, the SEIS compares the 
number of units to "the Richmond neighborhood" without any clear definition of 
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what comprises "the Richmond neighborhood." If the Richmond is defined as the 
entire northwest quadrant of the City, this area is too large and does not reflect 
the more localized impacts of high density housing in a low-density 
neighborhood. The SEIS statement that the Project will provide less than 1% of 
the total housing in the entire Richmond is misleading and unenlightening. 
Second, the SEIS compares densities without any explanation of how densities 
on the Project site are calculated or a clear definition of the areas being 
compared. The density (approximately 19 units/acre for the preferred Project) is 
based on a total acreage of the lower plateau area, but does not define the 
boundaries of the lower plateau area. How much open space is included in this 
definition? A large portion of the housing will be provided on a small portion of 
the site. The housing to be located in the large multi-story building is in fact quite 
dissimilar in character from the surrounding single-family, low-rise residential 
neighborhood. The SEiS should reflect this difference. 

In addition, the SEIS compares Project site density to the "surrounding 
neighborhood" without any explanation of the geographic boundaries of the 
"surrounding neighborhood" to allow the public to compare the numbers. Is the 
"surrounding neighborhood" the entire Richmond area? The SEIS must clarify 
the areas being compared and provide a realistic analysis of the comparative 
densities in order to allow the public to assess the analysis and evaluate the 
impacts on land use. 

2. Pages 79, 80, 82; When performing comparisons among the 
alternatives, the requested no action alternative should be incorporated to be 
complete. 

3. How does the amount being contributed to the San Francisco Unified 
School District under the federal School Impact Aid Program compare to the 
amounts a private developer would be required to contribute to the School 
District? This information would help the reader assess the adequacy of the 
contribution to San Francisco schools and determine whether additional, 
unmitigated burdens are being placed on the school district. The SEIS should 
also define and enumerate what actions the Presidio Trust has already taken to 
"collaborate" with SFUSD in order to give better definition to the mitigation 
measure. 

Transportation 

The transportation analysis is inadequate and flawed in many ways. 

1. Environmental setting : The environmental setting data overestimates 
and mischaracterizes the existing traffic on Lake and California Streets. The 
SEIS provides computer-derived estimates of existing level of service ("LOS") for 
the intersections on Lake and California Streets; we suggest that the data be 
verified in the field. Observation at some of the critical intersections shows that 
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the traffic volumes are not as high as those predicted by the model. (See Table 
7.) In addition, the Highway Capacity Manual ("HCM") assumes that traffic 
arrives at random times on California and Lake Streets, rather than in platoons 
that are created by upstream traffic signals. 

The SEIS's description of the environmental setting serves as the baseline 
against which changes that will result from the Project are measured. Failure of 
the SEIS to provide accurate baseline data calls into question all of the traffic 
analysis of the Project's impacts and the cumulative impacts. 

Page 86, 4*^ paragraph: What activities were taking place at the PHSH 
site in November 1998 and in October 2002? When was the site occupied by the 
Chinese American School and Jewish Community Center? How do these more 
recent traffic volumes compare to the projected volumes on 15"^ Avenue? 

The SEIS misleads the reader about the environmental setting when it 
refers back to traffic generated by the hospital, which closed 24 years ago. That 
data is no longer relevant to the environmental setting. In addition, residents in 
the area have testified that the SEIS overstates the traffic historically generated 
by the hospital. 

2. The SEIS must show clearly the Project impacts. Analysis showing 
existing conditions plus the specific Project impacts must be added to the SEIS. 
The City regularly and methodically uses this approach as a method of clearly 
showing project impacts. Yet the SEIS dismisses this approach as "...an artificial 
construct, because it assumes that a project can be constructed overnight... " 
(page A-1 8, Responses to Comments) without any substitute analysis that would 
show the impacts of just the Project. Either an interim build out year, with and 
without the Project, or future (2020) conditions with and without the Project could 
be used to clearly demonstrate to the public how much traffic is attributable to the 
Project. The traffic analysis is incomplete and lacks a clear exposition of Project 
impacts without this comparison. 

3. It is very difficult to sort through the traffic analysis that is provided and 
get a clear assessment of the data being reported. For example, on pages 103 
and 104, Tables 11 and 12: The tables need a column showing the existing 
LOS. It would also be very helpful if the information on Existing plus Project 
LOS shown on Tables A-3 and A-4 could be incorporated into these tables. 
Tables A-3 and A-4 show that the intersection of 1 5"^/Lake remains at LOS B for 
most alternatives. However, when the "cumulative" traffic is added (as shown on 
Table 12) the LOS Increases to C, D or E. This information should be included 
and analyzed as part of the text of the SEIS. 

In addition, on page 112, Table 13: The table should show the existing 
volumes at the 1 5'^ Avenue Gate. It should also have separate columns for 14*^ 
and 15"^' Avenues, in order to show the changes in volume on each Avenue 
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under the various alternatives. Traffic volumes generated by the proposed 
Project need to be shown separately from cumulative grovtlh traffic and cut- 
through traffic. Cut-through traffic needs to be defined and discussed in the text. 

4. The SEIS must anticipate that 14'^ and 15"" Avenues may not be 
available as major access roadways to the Project site. The San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors has already introduced legislation to temporarily close 15"^ 
Avenue and 14'^ Avenue has been closed to traffic for many years. Each of the 
alternatives assumes that these streets will be used as parts of a one-way 
couplet. Even the variant where Park Presidio Boulevard is used for ingress and 
egress assumes that 1 4"' and 1 5"" Avenues will continue to be available for 
northbound traffic in to the Project site. The SEIS should provide traffic analysis 
that considers these closures. 

5. The SEIS analyzes a new intersection on Park Presidio Boulevard 
north of Lake Street as a vahant. Yet the SEIS provides no information on the 
likelihood of the variant being constructed. 

6. The SEIS concludes that the intersection at California and Park 
Presidio Boulevard will deteriorate to LOS E in the pm peak hour based on 
cumulative conditions. The SEIS then states that all Presidio traffic would 
contribute less than 2% to this intersection, citing generally to the PTMP EIS. 
This conclusion is impossible for the public to evaluate without further information 
regarding the Project and the intersection. The Project's relative contribution to 
the California Street impacts will differ greatly from its contribution to the Park 
Presidio Boulevard impacts because of the different capacities and usage of 
these two very different thoroughfares. Given that Park Presidio is a major City 
and State thoroughfare where traffic use is very high, the Presidio's contribution 
will necessarily be a smaller percentage. However, the Project's relative 
contribution to impacts on California Street will be greater as California Street 
does not currently have the high volumes of traffic that Park Presidio Boulevard 
does. The tables in Appendix B appear to bear this out, as the existing volume of 
traffic on Park Presidio Boulevard is much higher than the volumes on Lake and 
California Streets. The SEIS's conclusor\' statement, borrowed from the PTMP 
EIS without any citation or explanation, masks the analysis that may be helpful 
for the public to evaluate the impacts and suggest mitigation measures for some 
aspect of this impact. In addition, the citation to the PTf\/IP EIS does not provide 
any relevant information for this Project, which differs from the earlier project on 
the PHSH site that was analyzed in the PTMP EiS. 

In addition, the "analysis" in this section avoids looking at the Project's 
impacts and merely states that "only two percent of less" is added by the Presidio 
as a whole. If the percentage is known then the numbers attributable to the 
Project should be available and reported for clarity for the public and 
stakeholders. 



Public Health Sen/ice Hospital Response to Comments 105 



7. Page 85 and 86, Section 3.2.1 Affected Environment -- The SEIS 
should include a discussion of the 14th Avenue Gate and the fact that the gate 
has been closed to vehicular traffic for a number of years and is currently open 
only to pedestrians as it is a part of the affected environment. 

8. Page 89, first complete paragraph, starting at the sixth line - These two 
lines of text beginning with "An intersection operating at LOS D..." are close to 
giving a significance criteria but do not clearly state that this measure of 
significance is being used in this document. 

9. Page 91 , second full paragraph - The SEIS should clarify that MUNI 
routes 1AX and 1BX are express routes and run only during the peak hours; 
inbound (to downtown) in the morning peak and outbound in the evening peak. 

10. Page 105-111, bullet points- Using the phrases "five of the eight 
intersections" and "two of the eight" without naming the intersections in question 
is not presenting clear information to the public. The five intersections and the 
two intersections should be named in the text, 

11. Page 107, Footnote 11 -The footnote is confusing and unclear, 
please clarify what information is trying to be presented here. 

1 2. Page 111, Section 3.2.2.3 - This section is entitled "Gate Volumes 
and Cut-Through Traffic," however, there is no analysis of cut-through traffic 
other than the statement that "Some percentage of this traffic was cutting through 
the Presidio entirely, traveling between the Golden Gate Bridge and the 
Richmond District." Why is this important? If it is important then a projection of 
the numbers of such traffic should be made. 

13. Page 112, Table 13- Because of the "note^" regarding forecasted 
2020 gate volumes being rounded, an assumption can be drawn that the table is 
a comparison for the year 2020. It would be much clearer to put the year in the 
title, as was done in tables 1 1 and 1 2. 

14. Page 1 1 5, Table 14 - This table should be labeled with the year of 
comparisons. 

1 5. Page 116, Discussion on Alternative 1 - The statement is made 
toward the end of the paragraph that the Presidio Is expected to contribute about 
10 percent to total peak hour ridership in 2020 but the Project's contribution is not 
called out. Ten percent is a significant contribution, but without any standards of 
significance the reader doesn't know how the Project contributes. 

In the next paragraph, Alternative 2 ridership effects is called "slightly 
higher" than Alternative 1 but the reader still doesn't know if this is significant or 
not, or what the actual impacts are. 
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16. Page 117, Section 3.2.2.6 -Are the pedestrian and bike trips 
discussed in tliis section internal to the Presidio, external or both? Please clarify 
in the text. 

17. Page 119, last paragraph and page 120 first paragraph -The 
turnover rate for cultural/educational and conference use seem high. Where did 
these values originate? 

18. Page 120, Table 15 -The existing parl<ing spaces in both the Upper 
and Lower Plateau areas should be included in the table. 

1 9. Page 121 , first full paragraph - The text of the last sentence says the 
surplus is 113 parking spaces while the Table on the previous page says 112; 
please correct. 

20. Page 1 23, first paragraph - The statement is made that "Construction 
routes through 14th and 15th Avenue Gates would be minimized." Does this 
mean that the 14th Avenue Gate would be opened immediately after Project 
approval or when the renovation of the hospital is completed? Please discuss in 
the transportation setting when this change to the street system would be made. 

21. Cumulative Impacts : Page 124, Section 3.2.2.9 - Why is this section 
called "Cumulative Effects" when the year 2020 impacts have already been 
detailed out in Section 3.2.2.2? What is different about this section from the 
previous section that uses year 2020 data? 

The SEIS misstates the proper method for evaluating cumulative impacts. 
On pages 1 26-1 29, the SEIS concludes for each of the alternatives that "these 
cumulative impacts would occur whether or not the proposed action is 
implemented..." This is not the appropriate inquiry for assessing cumulative 
impacts. First, the SEIS must define the area of impact. The next step is to 
determine whether significant cumulative impacts will occur. If cumulative 
impacts will occur, then the final step is to determine whether the proposed 
Project will contribute in some way to those cumulative impacts. The SEIS does 
not provide this complete analysis, and fails to provide any reliable data about 
what the Project's precise contribution is. 

What assumptions were used to project cumulative traffic growth? 
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22. Transit Concerns : 

The location is a few blocks from the 1 California Muni line, a reasonable 
distance to transit. Walking is expected as part of a transit trip in San 
Francisco. If service location is seen as inadequate, the Presidio Trust 
must pay for any relocation or extension of service closer to the 

development. 

Depending on the number of units, the 1 California Muni line will need 
more service. It is unclear where additional operating dollars would come 
from to fund this service level. It appears that no new funding would be 
made available as part of this residential development. 

If southern auto access to the Project is provided, the potential for 
increased auto congestion interfering with the 1 California Muni line should 
be considered, based on the expected volumes of auto traffic. 

Everything possible should be done to ensure that pedestrian access to 
transit is encouraged, and auto use is discouraged. All new development 
should be oriented toward improving the mode split (more transit use, less 
private auto use) to alleviate ever-increasing congestion. 

Livable calm residential streets are a priority. Allowing a street to have 
increased auto volumes to the point where the street would require 
signalization, dedicated turn lanes, or multiple lanes is a policy matter that 
should be seriously considered and discussed with the City and the 
neighbors. 

Housing should be accommodated with a low level of auto use (and 
resulting auto impacts). The MTA would be interested in working with the 
Presidio Trust with this type of development. If the Project makes minimal 
effort to encourage transit over car use, then the Project does not help 
further the MTA's overall traffic and transit goals and should therefore be 
asked to fully mitigate every auto and transit impact. 



23. Mitigation Measures : 

When mitigation measures are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency, 
the SEIS must discuss the probability and feasibility of the mitigation 
measures being implemented by other agencies. The SEIS does not 
provide this information. NEPA requires discussion of the probability of 
the mitigation measures being implemented to ensure that environmental 
effects of a proposed action are fairly assessed. 
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• The document refers in a number of places to mitigations that should be 
undertaken by the City and by Muni without any discussion of how the 
Presidio projects will mitigate the Project's pro rata share of the impacts 
caused by the development. Section 3.2.3 on IVIitigation Measures just 
states that with minor exceptions "all measures fall outside the Trust's 
jurisdiction." If the Project contributes to the impact -- even if it Is within 
the City's street system -- the Presidio should pay its fair share of the 
mitigation. This is a common practice with developers in all jurisdictions. 

• The SEIS states that construction traffic will be addressed by a 
construction traffic management plan but provides no specifics on routes, 
timing and possible impacts of the re-routing of traffic during construction. 
Who will be responsible for drafting, implementing and monitoring such a 

plan? 

• The transit mitigation measures require monitoring of transit demand, but 
contain no standards for triggering additional service increases, nor any 
method for the Trust to contribute its fair share to such necessary 
increases. The mitigation measure is inadequate under NEPA, as it does 
not provide the public with any method to measure impacts or to assess 
the probable timing of necessary service increases. 

• Page 131, last paragraph - A number of mitigation measures are stated 
as having been addressed in the definition of the Project alternatives. 
Does this mean that the previous detailed mitigations are now a part of the 
Project alternatives or that they are not needed for the PHSH Project? 
Please clarify. 

24, Specific corrections : 

• Page 88, 3^^ paragraph, 5"^ line: Change "13 accidents" to "13 reported 
collisions." 

• Page 91, top paragraph: Please change "inbound" to "northbound" and 
"outbound" to "southbound." 

• Page 1 02, 4*^ paragraph: It is unclear why the proposed signal timing 
changes on Park Presidio Boulevard are only proposed for the Park 
Presidio Boulevard Access Variant and not for other variants. 

Archaeological Resources 

Pages 147 and 148 - The amount of excavation for the underground 
parking associated with Alternative 2 should be set out for a truer picture of the 
potential effects. Without knowing if the excavation is 10 ft. by 10 ft, by 10 ft. or 
100 ft. by 100 ft. by 100 ft., there is nothing to validate the characterization of the 
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impact as "slightly greater than the Requested No Action Alternative" which does 
not have any excavation proposed at all. 

Air Quality 

1 . Because so much of the air quality analysis is tied to the levels of traffic 
predicted, the failures of the SEIS's traffic analysis w/ill also lead to inaccurate 
estimates of air quality impacts and contaminants related to traffic. 

2. Page 154, Table 18- Please explain why there is no variation between 
the 1-Hour Average carbon monoxide ("CO") values among the alternatives and 
the alternatives with variants when Table 19 shows some substantial differences 
in lbs/day between the alternatives from 55.17 for Alternative 4 to a high of 

1 78.84 for Alternative 1 . Same question with respect to the 8-Hour figures. 

Table 18 predicted values are for what year? None is shown on the table. 

3. Page 155, Table 19 -There are now additional federal standards for 
fine particulate matter, i.e., PM 2,5. Please show these values and how the 
alternatives relate to these standards in Table 19. The SEIS must discuss these 
impacts. 

4. Page 1 56, Section 3.5.2.6 - The first line in this section begins "As 
shown in Table 19," when discussing localized CO concentrations. It appears 
that Table 18 should have been referenced; please correct. 

Noise 

1 . Pages 1 61 and 1 62, Tables 21 and 22 - The notes in these tables use 
two different symbols (Leq in Table 21 and Leq(H) in Table 22) to represent 
"equivalent energy Indicator; average noise over one hour." Although both may 
be correct it is confusing to the public; one should be chosen and used 
throughout the document. 

2. Pages 162 - 164, noise mitigation measures - Mitigation measures are 
called out specifically for Alternatives 1 and 2 but not for Alternatives 3 and 4 
even though the text states on page 164 that "Compared to Alternative 2, 
evening and weekend noise would likely be similar." Why this discrepancy? 

3. Page 165, Section 3.6.3, first paragraph -Would the mitigation 
measures brought fonward from the PTMP EIS be implemented with whatever 
Alternative is selected? The text is unclear. 

4. Because the environmental setting for traffic was miscalculated and the 
traffic analysis is flawed, noise impacts caused by traffic must be re-evaluated 
and corrected. 
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Visual Resources 

Page 180, Section 3.7.3 -The text in parentheses regarding Mitigation 
[Vleasure NR-7 is confusing coming just after the statement that no mitigation 
measures were identified in the PTMP EIS. Please clarify if Mitigation Measure 
NR-7 will or will not be implemented. 

Utilities and Services 

1. The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) would like to be involved 

in monitoring the progress of the Project and to ensure that the Fire Department's 
life safety and response issues are adequately presented and addressed. 
Particular concerns include the hydrant system, building and fire code 
compliance and apparatus access, such as fire lane access within the Project 
site, 

2. The SFFD would support a new fire station located in the southern area 
of the Presidio. This new fire station would allow National Fire Protection 
Agency's standard response times to be met when the Presidio Fire Department 
responded to emergency incidents. 

3. The SEIS provides no specific information about proposed revisions to 
the public right of way, which is typical during the environmental review process. 
Specifically, the SEIS should provide information about the following issues and 
include the San Francisco Department of Public Works in on-going discussions 
about the following: 

• Any proposed revisions to the public streets, sidewalks or medians, 
leading to/from the Project are as agreed by the City and built to City 
Standards. Of particular note are sidewalk grades, curb ramps, 
driveways, placement of structures within the sidewalk (including sign 
posts, streetlights, signal systems, control boxes, etc), which will be 
reviewed with particular scrutiny to ensure pedestrian accessibility and 
safety. 

• Any proposed revisions to the configuration of public streets and/or 
sidewalks (width, elevation, alignment, vacation, etc) require approval by 
the County Surveyor in consultation with City agencies and private utilities 
and are subject to final approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

• The Project must assure that the facilities do not result in conditions that 
could cause flooding to neighboring City streets, sidewalks or structures. 

4. The report should also address traffic safety issues on page 114 
related to the creation of a new intersection on Park Presidio Boulevard. Existing 
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southbound traffic travel at a high rate of speed {40-50 mph) in a down slope and 
the new intersection may result in increased rear-end type collisions. Also the 
potential for running the red light is high. (There is currently a red light running 
camera mounted at Lake and Park Presidio.) 

5. The San Francisco Police Department will need to address any 
increase in public safety issues in the adjacent area. The SEIS states that there 
is a projected increase in traffic to and from the Project site. This increase in 
traffic Is likely to generate traffic- related complaints, traffic accidents and 
enforcement activities. Traffic Engineers from the City's Planning Department, 
the Department of Parking and Traffic and the Police Department will evaluate 
data related to these issues and will be required to respond as problems increase 
with the additional traffic generated by the Project. 

6. Water Supply and Demand (SEIS Section 3.9.1 .1) 

• The SEIS references the San Francisco Urban Water Management Plan 
(February, 2001) projection of a Presidio daily water demand of 1 mgd. 
This projection is not a guaranteed water allocation for the Presidio. 

• In compliance with the California Department of Water Resources 
requirements, the San Francisco Urban Water Management Plan will be 
updated in 2005. Analyses, to be conducted in support of updates to the 
San Francisco Urban Water Management Plan, may demonstrate that the 
Presidio water use projections need to be revised downward. 

7. Wastewater Treatment and Disposal & Storm Drainage (SEIS Sections 
3.9.1.2 & 3.9.1.3) 

• The SEIS needs to include hydraulic analyses to demonstrate the Project 
assumptions of adequate sewer system and treatment plant capacities. 
The SEIS does not address the potential impact any increase in storm 
water flow from the Project site to the City's combined sewer system may 
have on the number or volume of combined sewer discharges. The 
analyses should evaluate the capacity of the existing PSHS District 
sanitary sewer mains, the amount of storm water infiltration expected from 
the area, the amount of storm water runoff the Project will generate, and 
the conditions under which the estimated sanitary and storm water flows 
will contribute to combined sewer discharges from the SFPUC west-side 
sewer system. An evaluation of historical sewer capacity problems when 
previous use of the site was at a maximum, historical sanitary flow 
volume, and the estimated average sanitary flow rate from this site at 
Project completion must be determined. 
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• The SFPUC encourages the Presidio Trust to include in the SEIS Project- 
specific sustainable technologies to the extent applicable and practical 
that address the use of recycled water, minimize storm water runoff and 
incorporate storage and reuse. This information should be provided 
specifically for this Project to show how these systems and efforts will be 
used for this Project. 

Hydrology, Wetlands and Water Quality 

1. The presence of hazardous materials on the PHSH site at Landfill 10 is 
mentioned tangentially in the discussion of Hydrology, Wetlands, and Water 
Quality on pages 214 and 220. Because of the adjacency of Lobos Creek, a 
source of water supply for the National Park Service, this is a critical element for 
any environmental impact discussion and this discussion is missing from the 
SEIS. A section should be added to the SEIS to characterize the hazardous 
materials and evaluate the potential impacts from all the alternatives, particularly 
Alternative 2 which is the Trust's preferred Alternative. 

2. Landfill 10 should be shown on Figure 23 as it is discussed In the text 
on page 210. 

3. The SEIS acknowledges the potential for contamination of the Lobos 
Creek watershed, but provides no specific information about how to protect 
against the contamination (see, ag., page 214). 

4. The mitigation measures themselves could yield environmental 
impacts, particularly with respect to installation of storm water drainage system 
upgrades and slope stabilization. Because the SEIS does not provide any 
detailed description of the measures to be undertaken, it is impossible to 
evaluate either the effectiveness of the mitigation measures or possible side 
effects of the measures. 



Biology 

Page 234, Section 3.12.2.3, first paragraph -This paragraph states that 
up to 308 residential units will be located on the lower plateau and possibly 13 
residential units on the upper plateau. This is contradicted by the Project 
description and in particular Table 4 on page 47 which states that there would be 
a maximum of 350 units; 337 on the lower plateau and 13 on the upper plateau. 
Please correct figures and verify that the impact analysis doesn't change with the 
addition of additional units and population. 



Page 13 of 13 



Public Health Service Hospital Response to Comments 1 13 



3 Directory of Responses to Comments 

This section lists the names of parties that made comments on the Draft SETS and provides a dircctoi-y of 
where each submitter's individual comments are responded to in the document. All responses are coded 
to 17 general topic headings (e.g., Transportation, code "TR") and to specific comments and responses 
within a topic. For example, Transportation comments are gi'ouped into 34 general issues, coded TR-1 
thi'ough TR-34. For each issue, comments are briefly summarized and the summary is followed by a 
response. For example, Response TR-3 immediately follows the comment summary for TR-3. 

lu the directory below, comments are listed in parentheses by the two-letter topic code and the issue 
number (e.g., BR-3, PN-1, FT-4). The number after each comment is the page number where the response 
is located. The directory only refers to the principal points raised by commenters, i.e., commenters 
should refer directly to the Final SEIS document for comments requesting minor text modifications or 
clarification of information in the Draft SEIS. Commenters are also encouraged to review other responses 
that may also provide information and guidance. 
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Chemik, Peter: (AL-4), 1 3 



Public Health Service Hospital Response to Comments 1 15 
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